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ADVERTISEMENT. 


Tue object of this work is to exhibit the Evinencres, Doctrines, Moraus 
and Instirutions of Christianity, in a form adapted to the use of young 
Ministers, and Students in Divinity. It is hoped also that it may supply the 


desideratum of a Bopy or Divinity, adapted to the present state of theological 
literature, neither Calvinistic on the ene hand nor Pelagian on the other. 


The reader will perceive that the object has been to follow a course of plain 


and close argument on the various subjects discussed, without any attempt at 


embellishment of style, and without adding practical uses and reflections, which, 


however important, did not fall within the plan of this publication. The various 


controversies on fundamental and important points, have been introduced ; but 
it has been the sincere aim of the Author to discuss every subject with fairness 
and candour: and honestly, but in the spirit of “ tae TrutH” which he more 
anxiously wishes to be taught than to teach, to exhibit what he believes te be 


the sense of the Holy Scriptures, to whose authority, he trusts, he has unre- 
servedly subjected all his own opinions. 


» 


Lonpon, March 26, 1823. 
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CHAPTER I. 


‘ : Man 4 Morat AGENT. 

TuE Theological System of the Holy Scriptures being the subject of our inquiries, it is essen- 
Gal to our undertaking to establish their Divine authority. But before the direct evidence 
which the case admits is adduced, our attention may be profitably engaged by several con- 
siderations, which aiford presumptive evidence in favour of the Revelations of the Old and 
New Testaments. These are of so much weight that they ought not, in fairness, to be over- 
looked ;- nor can their force be easily resisted by the impartial inquirer, — Be 

The Moral Agency of man is a principle on which much depends in such an investigation ; 
and, from its bearing upon the question at issue, requires our first notice, Sin gaa 

He is‘a moral agent whois capable of performing moral actions; and an action is rendered 
moral by two circumstances,—that it is voluntary,—and that it has respect to some rule which 
determines it to be good or evil. ‘‘ Moral good and evil,” says Locxn, “is the conformity or 
disagreement of our voluntary actions to some law, whereby good or evil is drawn upon us 
from the will or power of the law maker.” 

The terms found in all languages, and the laws which have been enacted in all states with 
accompanying penalties, as well as the praise or dispraise which men in all ages have ex- 
pressed respecting the eenduct of each other, sufficiently show, that man has always been 
considered as an agent actually performing, or capable of performing moral actions, for as 
such he has been treated. No one, ever thought of making laws to regulate the conduct of 
the inferior animals; or of holding them up to public censure or approbation. 

The rules by which the moral quality: of actions has been determined are, however, not 
those only which have been embodied in the legislation of civil communities. Many actions 
would be judged good or evil, were all civil codes abolished; and others are daily condemned 
or approved in the judgment of mankind, which are not ofa kind to be recognised by public 
laws. Of the moral nature of human actions there must have been a perception in the minds 
of men, previous to the enactment of laws, Upon this common perception all law is founded, 
and claims the consent and support of society, for in all human legislative codes there is an 
express or tacit appeal to principles previously acknowledged, as reasons for their enactment. 

This distinction in the moral quality of actions previous to the establishment of civil regu- 
lations, and independent of them, may in part be traced to its having been observed, that - 
certain actions are injurious to society, and that to abstain from them is essential to its well- 
being. Murder and theft may be given as instances. It has also been perceived, that such 
actions result from certain affections of the mind; and the indulgence or restraint of such 
affections has therefore been also regarded as a moral act. Anger, revenge, and cupidity, 
have been deemed evils as the sources of injuries of various kinds; and humanity, self govern- 
ment, and integrity, have been ranked among the virtues ; and thus both certain actions, and 
the principles from which they spring, have, from their effect upon society, been determined 
to be good or evil. ; : ; 

But it has likewise been observed by every man, that individual happiness, as truly as 
social order and interests, is materially affected by particular acts, and by those feelings of 
the heart which give rise to them; as for instance, by anger, malice, envy, impatience, cupi- 
dity, &c; and that whatever civilized men in all places and in all ages have agreed to call 
VICE, is inimical to health of body, or to peace of mind, or to both, ‘This, it is true, has had 

little influence upon human conduct; but it has been acknowledged by the poets, sages, and 
satirists of all countries, and is adverted to as matter of universal experience. Whilst there- 
fore there is in, the moral condition and habits of man something which propels him to vice, 
uncorrected by the miseries which it never fails to inflict, there is also something in the constir 
tution of the human soul which renders vice subversive of its happiness, and something in the 
established law and nature of things, which renders vice incompatible with the collective 
interests of men in the social state. . : 

Let that then be granted by the Tuxrst which he cannot consistently deny, the existence 
of a Supreme Creator, of infinite power, wisdom, goodness, and justice, who has both made 
men and continues to govern them; and the strongest presumption is afforded by the very 
constitution of the nature of man, and the relations established among human affairs, which 
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with so much constancy dissociate happiness from vicious passions, health from intemperance, 
the peace, security, and jmprovement of society from violence and injustice,—that the course 
of action which best secures human happiness, has the sanction of His will, or in other words 
that Hx, by these circumstances, has given His authority in favour of the practice of virtue, 
and opposed it to the practice of vice. (1) = Ta 
But though that perception of the difference of moral actions which is antecedent to human 
laws, must have been strongly confirmed by these facts of experience, and by such observa- 
tions, we have no reason to conclude that those rules by which the moral quality of actions 
has, in all ages, been determined, were formed solely from a course of observation on their 
tendency to promote or obstruct human happiness; because we cannot collect either from his- 
tory or tradition, that the world was ever without such rules, though they were often warped 
and corrupted. ‘The evidence of both, on the contrary, shows, that so far from these rules 
having originated from observing what was injurious and what beneficial to mankind, there 
has been, among almost all nations, a constant reference to a declared will of the Supreme 
God, or of supposed deities, as the rule which determines the good or the evil of the conduct 
of men; which will was considered by them as a law, prescribing the one and restraining the 
other under the sanction, not only of our being left to the natural injurious consequences of 
vicious habit and practice in the present life, or of continuing to enjoy the benefits of obedience 
mi pare and social happiness here; but of positive reward and positive punishment in a 
ature lifer sage Pe ee 
Whoever speculated on the subject of morals and moral obligation in any age, was pre- 
viously furnished with these general notions and distinctions. They were in the world before 
him; and if all tradition be not a fable, if the testimony of all antiquity whether found in poets 
- or historians be not delusive, they were in the world in those early periods when the great 
body of the human race remained near the original seat of the parent families of all the modern 
and now widely extended nations of the earth; and in those early periods they were not 
regarded as distinctions of mere human opinion and consent, but were invested with a Divine 
~ authority. 
We have then before us two presumptions, each of great weight. First, that those actions 
which among men have almost universally been judged g’ood, have the implied sanction of the 
will of our wise and good Creator, being found in experience, and by the constitution of our 
nature and of human society, most conducive to human happiness. And, seconp, that they 
— eneinally in some mode or other prescribed and enjoined as his law, and their contraries 
rohibited. : 
. If therefore there is presumptive evidence of only ordinary strength, that the rule by which 
our actions are determined to be good or evil is primarily a law of the Creator, we are all 
deeply interested in ascertaining where that law exists in its clearest manifestation. For 
ignorance of the law, in whole or in part, will be no excuse for disobedience, if we have the 
opportunity of acquainting ourselves with it; and an accurate acquaintance with the rule 
may assist our practice in cases of which human laws take no cognizance, and which the 
wilfully corrupted general judgment of mankind may have darkened. And should it appear 
either that in many things we have offended more deeply than we suspect, whether wilfully 
or from an evitable ignorance; or that, from some common accident which has befallen our 
nature, we have lost the power of entire obedience without the use of new and extraordinary 
means, the knowledge of the rule is of the utmost consequence to us, because by it we may be 
enabled to ascertain the precise relation in which we gtand to God our Maker; the dangers 
we have incurred; and the means of escape, if any have been placed within our reach. 


CHAPTER II. 


Tue Rue which determines the Quality of mornaL Actions, must be presumed to be miitter’ of 
REVELATION From Gop. “ 


Ir is well observed by a judicious writer, that “all the distinctions of good and evil refer to 
some principle above ourselves; for, were there no Supreme Governor and Judge to reward 
and punish, the very notions of good and evil would vanish away: they could not exist in the 
minds of men, if there were not a Supreme Director to give laws for the measure thereof,” (2): 

If we deny the existence of a Divine law obligatory upon man, we must deny that the world 
is under Divine government, for government without rule or law is a solecism; and to deny 


(1) “As the manifold appearances of design and of final causes, in the constitution of the world, prove it 
to be the work of an oe emt mind; so the particular final causes of pleasure and pain, distributed among 
his creatures, prove that they are under his government—what may be called his natural government of 
creatures endued with sense and reason. This, however, implies somewhat more than sevms usually 
attended to when we speak of God’s natural government of the world. It implies government of the very 
oom with that which a master exercises over his servants, or a civil magistrate over his subjects.”— 

‘p. BUTLER. De 

(2) Exxis’s Knowledge of Divine Things, &c.! 
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the Divine government, would leave it impossible for us to account for that peculiar nature 
which has been given to man, and those relations among human concerns and interests to 
which we have adverted, and which are so powerfully affected by our conduct :--certain 
actions and habits which almost all mankind have agreed to call good, being connected with 
the happiness of the individual, and the well being of society ; and so on the contrary. This 
too has been matter of uniform and constant experience from the earliest ages, and warrants 
therefore the conclusion, that the effect arises from original principles and a constitution-of 
things which the Creator has established. Nor can any reason be offered: why such a nature 
should be given to man, and such a law impressed on the circumstances and bemgs with which 
he is surrounded, except that both had an intended relation to certain courses of action as the 
sources of order and happiness, as truly as there was an intended relation between the light, 
and the eye which is formed to receive its rays. igh. % 
But as man is not carried to this course of action by physical impulse or necessity ; as moral... 
conduct supposes choice and therefore instruction, and the persuasion of motives arising out of. — 
it; the benevolent intention of the Creator as to our happiness: could not be accomplished ~_ 
without instruction, warning, reward, and punishment; all of which necessarily imply super- 
mtendence and control, or, in other words, a moral government. The-creation therefore of a — 
being of sugh a nature as man, implies Divine government, and that government a Divine law. 
Such a jaw must be the subject of reveLation. - Law is the will of a superior power; but 
the will of a superior visible power cannot be known without some indication by words or signs, 
in other terms, without a revelation; and much less the will of an invisible power, of an order — 
superior to our own, and confessedly mysterious in his mode of existence; and the attributes 
of his nature. ; 
Again, the will of a superior is not in justice binding until, in some mode, it is sufficiently 
declared ; and the presumption therefore, that God wills the practice of any particular course 
of action, on the part of his creatures, establishes the farther presumption, that of that will 
there has been a manifestation ; and the more so if there is reason to suppose, that any penalty 
of a serious nature has been attached to disobedience. ; 3 
The revelation of this will or law of God may be made either by action, from which it is to 
be inferred; or by direct communication in language. Any indication of the moral perfections 
of God, or of his design in forming moral beings, which- the visible creation presents to the 
mind; or any instance of his favour or displeasure towards his creatures clearly and frequently 
connected in his administration with any particular course of conduct, may be considered as a 
revelation of his will by action; and is not at all inconsistent with a farther revelation by the 
direct means of language. 
The Theist admits that a revelation of the will of God has been made by significant actions, 
from which the duty of creatures is to be inferred, and contends that this is sufficient. “They 
who never heard of any external revelation, yet if they knew from the nature of things what 
is fit for them to do, they know all that God will or can require of them.” (3) 
They who believe that the Holy Scriptures contain a revelation of God’s will, do not deny 
that indications of his will have been made by action; but they contend that they are in them- 
selves imperfect and insufficient, and that they were not designed to supersede a direct revela- 
tion. ‘They hold also, that a direct communication of the Divine will was made to the 
progenitors of the human race, which received additions at subsequent periods, and that the 
whole was at length embodied in the book called, by way of eminence, “The Bible.” 
The question immediately before us is, on which side there is the strongest presumption of 
truth. Are there, in the natural works of God, or in his manner of governing the world, such 
indications of the will of God concerning us, as can afford sufficient direction in forming a 
perfectly virtuous character, and sufficient information as to the means by which it is to be 
effected? We may try this question by a few obvious instances. 
_ The Theist will himself acknowledge, that temperance, justice, and benevolence, are essential 
emer virtue. With respect to the first, nothing appears in the constitution of nature, or in 
“the proceedings of the Divine administration, to indicate it to be the will of God that the 
appetites of the body should be restrained within the rules of sobriety, except that, by a con- 
pela which has been established by him, the excessive indulgence of those appetites usually 
impairs health. If therefore we suppose this to amount to a tacit prohibition of excess, it still 
leaves those free from the rule whose firm constitutions do not suffer from intemperate gratifi- 
cations; it gives one rule for the man of vigorous, and another for the man of feeble health ; 

and it is no guard against that occasional insobriety which may be indulged in without obvious 
danger to health, but which nevertheless may be excessive in degree though occasional in 
recurrence. ‘The rule is therefore imperfect. 

Nor are the obligations of justice in this way indicated with adequate clearness. Acts of 
injustice are not like acts of excessive intemperance, punishable in the ordinary course of 
providence by pain and disease and premature death, as their natural general consequences ; 


/ 
: 


(3) Christianity as Old as the Creation, p. 233.—* By employing our reason to collect the will of God 
from the fund of our nature physical and moral, we may acquire not only a particular knowledge of those 
Jaws which are deducible from them, but a general knowledge of the manner in which God is pleased to 
exercise his supreme powers in this system,”—BoLinGBROKE’s Works, vol. 5, p. 100. 
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nor, in most instances, by any other marked infliction of the Divine displeasure in the present 
life. From their injurious effects upon society at large, indications of the will of God respect- 
ing them may doubtless be inferred, but such effects arise out of the grosser acts of fraud and 
‘rapine; those only affect the movements of society, (which goes on without being visibly 
disturbed by the violations of the nicer distinctions of equity which form an essential part of 
virtue,) and never fail to degrade and corrupt individual character. Rules of justice, therefore,’ 
thus indicated, would, like those of temperance, be very imperfect. ’ , : 
The third branch of virtue is benevolence, the disposition and the habit of doing good to 
others. But in what manner except by revelation are the extent and the obligation of this 
virtue to be explained? If it be said, that “the goodness of God himself as manifested in 
creation and providence presents so striking an example of beneficence to his creatures, that 
his will, as to the cultivation of this virtue, may be unequivocally inferred from it,” we can- 
not but perceive, that this example itself is imperfect, unless other parts of the Divine conduct 
be explained to us, as the Scriptures explain them. For if we have manifestations of his 
goodness, we see also fearful proofs of his severity. Such are the permission of pestilence, 
earthquakes, inundations; and the infliction of pain and death upon all men, even upon 
infants and unsinning animals. If the will of God in favour of beneficent actions is to be 
inferred from the pleasure which is afforded to those who perform them, it is only indicated 
to those to whom a beneficent act gives pleasure, and its non-performance pain ; and it can- 
not therefore be at all apprehended by those who by constitution are obdurate, or by habit 
selfish. ‘The rule would therefore be uncertain and dark, and entirely silent as to the extent 


to which beneficence is to be carried, and whether there may not be exceptions to its exercise 


as to individuals, such as enemies, vicious persons, and strangers. ae 
Whatever general indications there may be in the acts of God, im the constitution of human 
nature, or in the relations of society, that some actions are according to the will of God, and 
therefore good, and that others are opposed to his will, and therefore evil; it follows then, 
that they form a rule too vague in itself, and too liable to different interpretations, to place 
the conduct of men “under adequate regulation, even In respect of temperance, justice, and 


_beneficence. But if these and other virtues, m their nicest shades, were indicated by the 


types of nature, and the manifestations of the will of God in his moral government, these 
types and this moral government are either entirely silent, or speak equivocally as to subjects 
of vital importance to the right conduct and effectual moral control, as well as to the hopes 
and the happmess, of man. 

There is no indication, for instance, in either nature or providence, that it is the will of God 
that his creatures should worship him; and the moral effects of adoration, homage, and praise, 
on this system, would be lost. ‘There is no indication that God will be approached in prayer, 
and this hope and solace of man is unprovided for. Nor is there a sufficient indication of a 
future state of rewards and punishment; because there is no indubitable declaration of man’s 
immortality, nor any facts and principles so obyious as to enable us confidently to infer it. 
All observation lies directly against the doctrine of the immortality of man. e dies, and 
the probabilities of a future life which have been established upon the unequal distribution of 
rewards and punishments in this life, and the capacities of the human soul, are a presumptive 
evidence which has been adduced, as we shall afterward show, only by those to whom the 
doctrine had been transmitted by tradition, and who were therefore in possession of the idea ; 
and, even then, to have any effectual force of persuasion, they must be built upon antecedent 
principles furnished only by the revelations contained in Holy Seripture. Hence some of the 
wisest Heathens, who were not wholly unaided in theirspeculations on these subjects by the 
reflected light of those revelations, confessed themselves unable to come to any satisfactory 
conclusion. 'The doubts of Socrates, who expressed himself the most hopefully of any on the 
subject of a future life, are well known; and Cicero, who occasionally expatiates with so 
much eloquence on this topic, shows by the skeptical expressions which he throws in, that his 
belief was by no means confirmed. (4) If, therefore, without any help from direct or tra- 
ditional instruction, we could go as far as they, it is plain that our religious system vould Be 
deficient in all those motives to virtue which arise from the doctrines of man’s accountability 
and a future life, and in that moral control which such doctrines exert: the necessity of 
which for the moral government of the world is sufficiently proved, by the wickedness which 
prevails even where these doctrines are fully taught. x 

Still farther, there is nothing in those manifestations of God and of his will, which the 
most attentive contemplatist can be supposed to collect from his natural works and from his 
sovereign rule, to afford the hope of pardon to any one who is conscious of having offended 
him, or any assurance of felicity ina future state, should one exist. sae. 

Some consciousness of offence is felt by every man; and though he should not know the 
precise nature or extent of the penalty attached to transgression, he has no reason to conclude 
that he is under a mild and fondly merciful government, and that therefore his. offences will, 


, 3 
(4) Soin his Tuse. Quest. 1, he says, “ Exponeigitur, nist molestum est, primum, animos, si_potes,~ 


remanere post, mortem; tum si minus id obtinebis (est enim arduwum,) docebis carere omni malo 
mortem. Show me first, if-you can, and if it be not too troublesome, that souls remain after death ; or if you 
cannot prove that, (for it is difficult,) declare how there is no evil in death.” ; 
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in course, be forgiven. All observation and expe ence lie against this; and the case is the — 


more alarming to a considerate mind, that so little of the sad inference, that the human race: 
is under a rigorous administration, depends upon reasoning and opinion: it is fact of common 
and daily observation. ‘T’he minds of men are in general a prey to discontent and care, and 
are agitated by various evil passions. The race itself is doomed to wasting labours of the 
body or the mind, in order to obtain subsistence. Their employments are for the most part 
low and grovelling, in comparison of the eapacity of the soul for intellectual pleasure and 
attainments. The mental powers, though distributed with great equality among the various 
classes of men, are only in the case of a few individuals ever awakened. The pleasures most 
strenuously sought are therefore sensual, degrading, and transient. Life itself, too, is preca- 
rious: infants suffer and die, youth is blighted, and thus by far the greater part of mankind 
is Swept away before the prime of life is attained. Casualties, plagues, famines, floods, and 
wer, carry on the work of destruction. In the majority of states the poor are oppressed, the 
rich are insecure, private wrong is added to public oppression, widows are wronged, orphans 
are deprived of bread, and the sick and aged are neglected. The very religions of the world 
have completed human wretchedness by obdurating the heart, by giving birth to sanguinary 
superstitions, and by introducing a corruption of morals destructive of the very elements of 
well-ordered society. Part of these evils are permitted by the Supreme Governor, and part 
inflicted, either by connecting them as consequents to certain actions, or to the constitution of 
the natural world more immediately; but, whether permitted or inflicted, they are punitive 
acts of his administration, and present him before us, notwithstanding innumerable instances 
of his benevolence, as a Being of “terrible majesty.” (5) : 

To- remove in part the awful mystery which overhangs such an administration, the most 


sober Theists of former times, differing from the horde of vulgar blasphemers and metaphy- _ 


sical Atheists who have arisen m our own day, have been ready to suppose another state of 
being, to which the present has respect, and which may discover some means of connecting 
this permission of evil, and this infliction of misery, (often on the apparently mnocent,) with 
the character of a Governor of perfect wisdom, equity, and goodness. But in proportion as 


any one feels himself obliged to admit and to expect a state of future existence, he must feel the. 


necessity of bemg assured, that it will be a felicitous one. Yet should he be conscious of 
frequent transgressions of the Divine law; and at the same time see it demonstrated by facts 
occurring daily, that in the present life the government of God is thus rigorous, the only fair 
conclusion to which he can come is, that the Divine government will be conducted on precisely 
the same principles in another, for an infinitely perfect Being changes not. Farther dis- 
coveries may then be made; but they may go only to establish this point, that the apparent 
severity of his dispensations in the present life are quite consistent with justice, and even the 
continued infliction of punishment with’ goodness itself, because other, moral agents may be 
benefited by the example. The idea of a future life does not therefore relieve the case. If 
it be just that man should be punished here, it may be required by the same just regard to 
the principles of a strictly moral government, that he should be punished hereafter. 

If then we are offenders against the Majesty of so dread a Being, as the.actual administra- 
tion of the world shows its Governor to be, it is in the highest degree necessary, if there be in 
him a disposition to forgive our offences, that we should be made acquainted with it, and with 
the means and conditions upon. which his placability can become available to us. If he is not 
disposed to forgive, we have the greatest cause for alarm; if an inclination to forgive does 
exist in the Divine Mind, there is as strong a reason to presume that it is indicated to us 
somewhere, as that the law under which we are placed should have been expressly promul- 
gated; and especially if such a scheme of bestowing pardon has been adopted as will secure 
the ends of moral government, and lead to our future obedience,—the only one which we can 
conceive to be worthy of God. ; : 

ad it is not necessary to prove at length, what is so obvious, that if we had no method 
of mowing the will and purposes of God, but by inferring them from his works and his 
government, we could have no information as to any purpose in the Divine Mind to forgive 
his sinning creatures. ‘The Theist, in order to support this hope, dwells upon the proofs of 
the goodness of God with which this world abounds, but shuts his eyes upon the demonstra- 
tions of his severity ; yet these surround him as well as the other, and the argument from the 
severity of God is as forcible against pardon, as the argument from his goodness is in its 
favour. At the best, it is left entirely uncertain; a ground is laid for heart-rending doubts, 
and fearful anticipations; and, for any thing he can show to the contrary, the goodness 
which God has displayed in nature and providence may only render the offence of man more 
ageravated, and serve to strengthen the presumption against the forgiveness of a wilful offender, 
rather than afford him any reason for hope. 


The whole of this argument is designed to prove, that had we been left, for the regulation 


(5) “Some men seem to think the only character of the Author of Nature to be that of Simple Absolute 
-Benevolence.—There may, possibly be in the creation, beings, to whom he manifests himself under this most 
amiable of all characters, for it is the most amiable, supposing it not, as perhaps it is not, incompatible with 
Justice; but he manifests himself to ws as a righteous Governor. He may consistently with this be simply 
and absolutely benevolent; but he is, for he has given us a proof in the constitution and conduct of the world 
that he is, a Governor over servants, as he rewards and punishes us for our actions.”—ButTLzr’s Analogy: 
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‘ow conduct, to infer the will and purposes of the Supreme Being from his natural works, — 
( eS his administration of the affairs of the world, our knowledge of both would have been i: 
essentially deficient ; and it establishes a strong presumption in favour of a direct revelation 
from God to his creatures, that neither his will concerning us, nor the hope of forgiveness, 
; might be left to dark and uncertain inference, but be the subjects of an express declaration,  — 


a . 
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CHAPTER III. 


‘Par THER PRESUMPTION OF A DIRECT: RevELATION from the Weakness and Corruption of 
human Reason, and the want of Authority in merely human Opinions. 


Ir we should allow that a perfect reason exercised in contemplating the natural works of 
God and the course of his moral government, might furnish us, by means of an accurate pro- 
j cess of induction, with a sufficient rule to determine the quality of moral actions, and with 
sufficient motives to obedience, yet the case would not be altered; for that perfect reason is 
not to be found among men. It would be useless to urge upon those who deny the doctrine of 
Scripture, as to the fall of man, that his understanding and reason are weakened by the dete- 
rioration of his whole intellectual nature. But it will be quite as apposite to the argument to 
state a fact not to be controverted, that the reasoning powers of men greatly differ in strength ; 
and that from premises, which all must allow to be somewhat obscure, different inferences 
would inevitably be drawn. Either then the Divine law would be what every man might. 
take it to be, and, by consequence, a variable rule, a position which cannot surely be main- 
tained; or many persons must fail of duly apprehending it. And though in this case it _ 
should be contended, that he is not punishable who obeys the law as far as he knows it, yet — 
surely the ends of a steady and wisely formed plan of general government would on this 
ae ground be frustrated. 'The presumption here also must therefore be in favour of an express 
declaration of the will of God, in terms which the common understandings of men may appre-- 

hend, as the only means by which sufficient’ moral direction can be given, and effectual con- 
trol exerted. 2 
The notion, that by rational induction the will of God may be inferred from his acts in a 
sufficient degree for every purpose of moral direction, is farther vitiated by its assuming that 
men in general are so contemplative in their habits as to pursue such inquiries with interest ; 
and so well disposed as in most cases to make them with honesty. Neither of these is true. 

_ The mass of mankind neither are, nor ever have been, contemplative, and must therefore, 

if not otherwise instructed, remain ignorant of their duty ; for questions of virtue, morals, and 

| religion, as may be shown from the contentions of the wisest of men, do not for the most 

part lie level to the minds of the populace, without a revelation. (6) é 

- It is equally a matter of undoubted fact, that in all questions of morals which restrain the 

vices, passions, and immediate interests of men, conviction-is generally resisted, and the rue 

‘ is brought down to the practice, rather than the practice raised to the rule; so that the most 
flimsy sophisms are admitted as arguments, and principles the most lax displace those of rigid 
rectitude and virtue. This is matter of daily observation and cannot be denied. The irre- — 
sistible inference from this is, that at least, the great body of mankind, not being accustomed 
to intellectual exercises; not having even leisure for them on account of their being doomed 
to sordid labours; and not beg disposed to conduct tle investigation with care and accuracy, 
would never become acquainted with the will of the Supreme Governor, if the knowledge of 
it were only to be obtained from habitual observation and reasoning. Should it be said, “that 
the intellectual and instructed part of mankind ought to teach the nest,” it may be replied, that 
even that would be difficult, because their own knowledge must be communicated to others 
by the same process of difficult mduction through which they attain it themselves, or rational 
conviction could not be produced in the minds of the learners. The task would therefore be 
hopeless as to the majority, both from their want of time and intellectual capacity. But, if 
practicable, the Theistical system has no provision for such instruction: It neither makes it ' 
the duty of some to teach, nor of others to learn. It has no authorized teachers; no day of 


(6) “I philosophy had gone farther than it did, and from undeniable principles given us ethics in a 
science, like mathematics, in every part demonstrable, this yet would not have been so effectual to man in 
this imperfect state, nor proper for the cure. The greatest part of mankind want leisure or capacity for 
demonstration, nor can carry a train of proofs, which in that way they must always depend upon for con- 
viction, and cannot be required to assent to till they see the demonstration. Wherever they stick, the 
teachers are always put upon proof, and must clear the doubt by a thread of coherent deductions from the 
first principle, how long or how intricate soever that be. And you may as soon hope to have all the day 
labourers and tradesmen, the spinsters and dairy maids, perfect mathematicians, as to have them perfect in 
ethics this way: having plain commands is the sure 4nd only course to bring them to obedience and prac- 
tice : the greatest part cannot knozo, and therefore they must Believe. And I ask, whether one coming from _ 
heaven in the power of God, in full and clear evidence and demonstration of miracles, giving plain and 
direct roles of morality and obedience, be not likelier to enlighten the bulk of mankind, and set them right 
in their duties, and bring them to do them, than by reasoning with them from general notions and principles 


of human reasen ?’—Locke’s Reasonableness of Christianity, Ae 
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_ rest from labour, on which to collect the auditors; no authorized religious ordinances by which 
moral truth may be brought heme to the ears and the hearts of men: and, if it had, its best 
knowledge being rather contained in diffuse and hesitating speculation, than concentrated in 
maxims and first principles, embodied in a few plain words, which at once indicate some 
master mind fully adequate to the- whole subject, and suddenly Grradinte the understandings 

_of the most listless and illiterate,—it would be taught in vain. is We = 
Let us however suppose the truth discovered, the teachers of it appointed, and days for the 
communication of instruction set apart. With what authority. would these teachers 
invested? ‘They plead no commission from Him whose will they affect to teach, and they 
work no miracles in confirmation of the truth of their doctrine. That doctrine cannot, from 
the nature of things, be mathematically demonstrated so as to enforce conviction, and it would 
therefore be considered, and justly considered, as the opinion of the teacher, and nothing but 
‘an opinion, to which every one might listen or not without any consciousness of violating an 
obligation, and which every one might and would receive as his own judgment agreed with 
or dissented from his unauthorized teacher, or as his interests and passions might commend or 
disparage the doctrine so taught. (7) 3 Sb 
Facts are sufficiently in proof of this. ‘The sages of antiquity were moral teachers;_ they 
founded schools; they collected disciples; they placed their fame in their wisdom: yet there 
was little agreement among them, even upon the first principles of religion and morals; and 
they neither generally reformed their own lives, nor those of others. This is acknowledged 
by Cicero: “Do you think that these things had any influence upon the men (a very few 
excepted,) who thought and wrote and disputed about them? ‘Who is there of all the philo- 
sophers, whose mind, life, and manners, were conformable to right reason? “Who ever made 
his philosophy the law and rule of his life, and not a mere show of his wit and parts? Who 
observed his own instructions, and lived in obedience to his own precepts? On the contrary, 
many of them were slaves to filthy lusts, many to pride, many to covetousness,” &c. (8) 

Such a system of moral direction and control, then, could it be formed, would bear no com- 
parison to that which is provided by direct and external revelation, of which the doctrine, 
though delivered by different men, in different ages, is consentaneous throughout; which is 
rendered authoritative by Divine attestation; which consists in clear and legislative enuncia- 
tion, and not in human speculation and laborious inference; of which the teachers were as 
holy as their doctrine was sublime; and which in all ages has exerted a powerful moral influ- 
ence upon the conduct of men. ‘1 know of but one Phedo and one Polemon throughout all 
Greece,” saith Oricen, “who were ever made beiter by their philosophy ; whereas Chris- 
tianity hath brought back its myriads from vice to virtue.” 

All these considerations then still farther support the presumption, that the will of God has 
been the subject of express revelation to man, because such a declaration of it is the only one 
which can be conceived ADEQUATE; COMPLETE; OF COMMON APPREHENSION; SUFFICIENTLY 
AUTHORITATIVE; AND ADAPTED TO THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF MANKIND. 


‘ 


ae 


CHAPTER IV. 


FartHer Proors or THE WeEaKNESS AND UNCERTAINTY. OF HumMAN Reason. 

Tue opinion, that sufficient notices of the will and purposes of God with respect toman, __ 
may be collected by rational induction from his works and government, attributes too much _— 
to the power of human reason and the circumstances under which, in that case, it must neces- — 
sarily commence its exercise. o 

- Human reason must be taken, as it is in fact, a weak and erring faculty, and as subject to 
have its operations suspended or disturbed by the influence of vicious principles and attach- 


(7) “Let it be granted, (though not true,) that all the moral precepts of the Gospel were known by some- 
body or other, among mankind before. But where, or how, or of what use, is not considered. Suppose 
they may be picked up, here and there; some from Soton, and Bras, in Greece; others from TULLY in 
Italy, and, to complete the work, let Conrucros as far as China be consulted, and ANacHARSIS the Scy- 
thian contribute his share. What will all this do to give the world a complete morality, that may be to 
mankind the unquestionable rule of life and manners? What would this amount to toward being a steady 
rule, a certain transcript of a law that we are under? Did the saying of AnisT1pPuS or Conructus give 
it an authority? Was Zeno a lawgiver.to mankind? If not, what he or any other philosopher delivered 
was but @ saying of his. Mankind might hearken to it, or reject it, as they pleased, or as it suited their 
interest, passions, principles, or humours :—they were under no obligation: the opinion of this or that phi- 
losopher was of no AUTHoRITY.”—LocKE’s Reasonableness, &c. 1 

“The truths which the philosophers proved by speculative reason, were destitute of some more sensible 

____ authority to back them; and the precepts which they laid down, how reasonable soever in themselves, 
‘seemed still to want weight, and to be no more than PRECEPTS OF MEN.”—Dr. SAM. CLARKE, 

_ (8) Sed hec eadem num censes apud eos ipsos valere, nisi admodum paucos, a quibus inventa, disputata, 

_ conscripta sunt? Quotus enim quisque philosophorum invenitur, qui sit ita moratus, ita animo ac vita constt- 

_ fatus, ut ratio postulat? &¢.—Zusc. Quest. 2. 
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ment to earthly things; neither of which can be denied, however differently they may be 
accounted for. NES gi eaeeiges 

It is another consideration of importance that the exercise of reason is limited by our know- 
ledge; in other words, that it must be furnished with subjects which it may arrange, compare, 
and judge: for beyond what it clearly conceives its power does not extend. 

It does not follow, that, because many doctrines in religion and many rules in morals carry 
clear and decided conviction to the judgment instantly upon their being proposed, they were 
discoverable, in the first instance, by rational induction; any more than that the great and 
simple truths of philosophy, which have been brought to light by the efforts. of men of supe-- 
rior minds, were within the compass of ordinary understandings, because, after they were ~ 

revealed by those who made the discovety, they instantly commanded the assent of almost all 
to whom they were proposed. The very first principles of what is called Natural religion (9) 
_are probably of this kind. The reason of man, though it should assent to them, though the 
demonstration of them should be now easy, may be indebted even for them to the revelation 
: of a superior mind, and that mind the mind of God. .(1) 2 
- This is rendered the more probable, inasmuch as the great principles of all religion, the 
~ existence of God, the immortality of the human soul, the accountableness of man, the good or 
evil quality of the most important moral actions, have, by none who have written upon them, 
by no legislator, poet, or sage of antiquity, however ancient, been represented as discoveries 
made by them in the course of rational investigation; but they are. spoken of as things com- 
monly known among men, whith they propose to defend, explain, demonstrate, or deny, 
according to their respective opinions. If we overlook the inspiration of the writings of 
Moses, they command respect as the most ancient records in the world, and as embodying the 
religious opinions of the earliest ages; but Moses no where pretends to be the author of any 
of these fundamental truths. The book of Genesis opens with the words, “In the beginning 
God created the heavens and the earth; but here the term ‘ God” is used familiarly, and it 
_ is taken for granted, that both the name and the idea conveyed by it were commonly received 
by the people for whom Moses wrote. 


The same writer gives the history of ages much higher than his own, and introduces the 
patriarchs of the human race holding conversations with one another in which the leading 
subjects of religion and morals are often incidentally introduced ; but they are never presented 
to us in the form of discussion ; no patriarch, however high his antiquity, represents himself 
as the discoverer of these first principles, though he might, as Noah, be a “preacher” of that 
“righteousness” which was established upon them. Moses mentions the antediluyians who 
were inventors of the arts of working metals, and of forming and playing upon musical instru- 
ments; but he introduces no one as the inventor of any branch of moral or religious science, 

though they are so much superior m importance to mankind. 


(9) The term Natural religion is often used equivocally. “Some understand by it every thing in religion, 
with regard to truth and duty, which, when once discovered, may be clearly shown to have a real founda- 
tion in the nature and relations of things, and which unprejudiced reason will approve, when fairly pro- 
posed and set in a proper light; and accordingly very fair and goodly schemes of Natural religion have 
been drawn up by Christian philosophers and divines, in which they have comprehended a considerable part 
of what is contained in the Scripture Revelation.—In this view Natural religion is not so called because it 
was originally discovered by natural reason, but because when once known it is what the reason of mankind 

ia duly exercised approves, as founded in truth and nature. Others take Natural religion to signify that 
' religion which men discover in the sole exercise of their natural faculties, without higher assistance.”»— 
& 


Levanp. 
ie Eee) “When truths are once known to us, though by tradition, we are apt to be favourable to our own 
~ parts, and ascribe to our own understanding the discovery of what, in reality, we borrowed from others; 
or, at least, finding we can prove what at first we learnt from others, we are forward to conclude it an obvious 
truth, which, if-we had sought, we could not have missed. Nothing seems hard to our understandings 
that is once known; and because what we see, we see with our own eyes, we are apt to overlook or for- 
get the help we had from others who showed it us, and first made us see it, as if we were not at all beholden 
to them for those truths they opened the way to, and led us into; for, knowledge being only of truths. that 
are perceived to be so, we are favourable enough to our own faculties to conclude that they, of their own 
strength, would have attained those discoveries without any foreign assistance, and’ that we know those 
truths by the strength and native light of our own minds, as they did from whom we received them by 
theirs,—only they had the luck to be before us. Thus the whole stock of human knowledge is claimed by 
se every one as his private possession, as soon as he (profiting by others’ discoveries) has got itinto his own 
mind ;: and so it is; but not properly by his own single industry, nor of his own acquisition. He studies, it 
is true, and takes pains to make a, progress in what others have delivered; but their pains were of another 
sort who first brought those truths to light which he afterward derives from them. He that travels the roads 
“now, applauds his own strength and legs, that have carried him so far in such a scantling of time, and 
ascribes all to his own vigour; little considering how much he owes to their pains who cleared the woods, 
drained the bogs, built the bridges, and made the ways passable, without which he might have toiled much 
with little progress. A great many things which we have been bred up in the belief of from our cradles 
and are now grown familiar, (and, as it were, natural to.us under the Gospel,) we take for unquestionable 
obvious truths, and easily demonstrable, without considering how long we might have been in doubt or igno- 
rance of them had revelation been silent. And many others are beholden to revelation who do not acknow- 
ledge it. It is no diminishing to revelation, that reason gives its suffrage too to the truths revelation has 
discovered ; but it is our mistake to think, that because reason confirms them to us, we had-the first certain 
knowledge of them from thence, and in that clear evidence we now possess them,”—LOCKE, 
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Tn farther illustration it may pempporvest that, in point of fact, those views on the subjects _ 


just mentioned which, to the : of all sober Theists, since the Christian revelation was 
Ziven, appear the most clear. tisfactory, have been found no where since patriarchal 
times, except in the Seriptures, which profess to embody the true religious traditions and 
revelations of all ages, or among those whose reason derived principles from these revelations 
on which to establish its inferences. 

‘We generally think it a truth easily and convincingly demonstrated that there is a 
God, and yet many of the philosophers of antiquity speak doubtingly on this point, and 


some of them denied it. At the present day, not merely a few speculative philosophers in the | 


Heathen world, but the many millions of the human race who profess the religion of Budhu, 
not only deny a Supreme First Cause, but dispute with subtlety and vehemence against the 
coctrine. ; a aaa 

We feel that our reason rests with full satisfaction in the doctrine that all things are created 
by one eternal and self-existent Being; but the Greek philosophers held that matter was eter- 
nally co-existent with God. This was the opinion of Plato, who has been ealled the Moses 
of philosophers. Through the whole “ Timeus,” Plato supposes two eternal and independent 
causes of all things; one, that by which all things are made, which is God: the other, that from 
which all things: are made, which is matter. Dr. Cudworth has in vain attempted to clear 
Plato of this charge. The learned Dr. Thomas Burnet, who was well acquainted with the 
opinions of the ancients, says that “the Ionic, Pythagoric, Platonic, and Stoie schools all 
agreed in asserting the eternity of matter; and that the doctrine, that matter was created out 


of nothing, seems to have been unknown to the philosophers, and is one of which they. had 


no notion.” Aristotle asserted the. eternity of the world, both in matter and form too, which 
was but an easy deduction from the former principle, and is sufficiently in proof of its Atheist- 
ical tendency. 


The same doctrine was extensively spread at a very ancient period throughout the East, — 


and plainly takes away a great part of the foundation of those arguments for the existence of 
a Supreme Deity, on which the moderns have so confidently rested for the demonstration of 
the existence of God by rational induction, whether drawn from the works of nature or from 
metaphysical principles; so much are those able works which have been written on this sub- 
ject indebted to that revelation on which their authors too often close their eyes, for the very 
bases on which their most convincing arguments are built. The same Atheistical results logic- 
ally followed from the ancient Magian doc.rine of two eternal principles, one good, and the 
other evil; a notion which also infected the Greek schools, as appears from the example of 
Plutarch, and the instances adduced by him, 


No one enlightened by the Scriptures, whether he acknowledges his obligations to them or 


not, has ever been betrayed inte so great an absurdity as to deny the individuality of the 
human soul; and yet where the light of revelation has not spread, absurd and destructive to 
morals as this notion is, it very extensively prevails. The opinion that the human soul is a 
part of:God; inclosed for a short time in matter, but still a portion of his essence, runs 
through much of the Greek philosophy. It is still more ancient than that, and, at the 
present day, the same opinion destroys all idea of accountability among those who in India 
follow the Brahminical system, ‘The human soul is God, and the acts of the human soul 
are pe the acts of God.” This is the popular argument by which their crimes are 
justified. 

; The doctrine of one Supreme, All-wise, and Uncontrollable Providence, commends itself to 
our reason as one of the noblest and most supporting of truths; but we are not to overlook 
the source from whence even those draw it, who think the reason of man equal to its full 
developement. So far were Pagans from being able to conceive ‘so lofty a thought, that the 
wisest of them invented subordinate agents to carry on the affairs of the world; beings often 


divided among themselves, and subject to human passions; thereby destroying the doctrine | 


€ 


of providence, and taking away the very foundation of human trust in a Supreme Power. | 


This invention of subordinate deities gave birth to idolatry, which is sufficiently in proof both 
of its extent and antiquity. 

The beautiful and well-sustained series of arguments which have often in modern times 
been brought to support the presumption “that the human soul is immortal,” may be read 
with profit; but it is not to be accounted for, that those who profess to confine themselves to 
human reason in the inquiry, should argue with so. much greater strength than the philoso- 
Pheneyggenciont times, except that they have received assistance from a source which they 
are unfair enough not to acknowledge. Some fine passages on.this subject may be collected 

from Plato, Cicero, Seneca, and others, but we must take them with others which express, 
sometimes doubt, and sometimes unbelief. With us this is a matter of general belief; bus 
not so with the generality of either ancient or modern Pagans. The same darkness which 
obscured the glory of God, proportionably diminished the glory of man,—his true and proper 
immortality. The very ancient notion of an absorption of souls back again into the Divine 
Essence was, with the ancients, what we know it to bé now in the metaphysical system of 
the Hindoos, a denial of individual immortality ; nor have the demonstrations of reason done 
any thing to convince the other grand division of metaphysical Pagans into which moderi 
Heathenism is divided, the followers of Budhu, who believe in the total annihilation of both 


* ‘ 


‘25 


*% 


14 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. — [PART 


men and gods after a series of ages,—a point of faith held probably by the majority of the 
present race of mankind. {2) : : zt 

These instances might be enlarged; but they amply show that. they who speak of the — 
sufficiency of human reason in matters of morals and religion neglect almost all the facts 
which the history of human opinion furnishes; and that they owe all their best views to that 
fountain of inspiration from which they so criminally turn aside. For how otherwise can the 
instances we have just mentioned be explained? and how is it, that those fundamental prin- 
ciples in morals and religion, which modern philosophers haye exhibited as demonstrable by 
the unassisted powers of the human mind, were either held doubtfully, or connected with 
some manifest absurdity, or utterly denied by’ the wisest moral teachers among the Gentiles, 
who lived before the Christian revelation was given? They had the same works of God to 
behold, and the same course of providence to reason from, to neither of which were they inat- 
tentive. They had intellectual endowments, which have been the admiration of all subse- 
quent ages; and their reason was rendered acute and discriminative by the discipline of 
mathematical and dialectic science. They had every thing which the moderns have except the 
Bistx; and yet on points which have been generally settled among the moral philosophers 
of our own age as fundamental to Natural religion, they had no just views and no settled con~ 
viction. “The various apprehensions of wise men,” says Cicero,‘ will justify the doubtings 
and demurs of Skeptics, and it will then be sufficient to blame them, st aut consenserint alii, 
aut erit inventus aliquis, qui quid verwm sit invenerit, when others agree, or any one has found 
out the truth. We say not that nothing is true; but that some false things are annexed to 
all that is true, tanta similitudine ut iis nulla sit certa judicandi, et assentiendi nota, and that with 
so much likeness, that there is no certain note of judging what is true, or assenting to it. We 
deny not, that something may be true; percipi posse negamus, but we deny that it can be per- 
ceived so to be: for quid habemus in rebus bonis et malis explorati, what have we certain con- 
cerning good and evil? Nor for this are wn to be blamed, but Nature, which has hidden 
the truth in the deep, naturam accusa que in profunde veritatem peniius abstruserit.” (3) 

On this subject Dr. Samuel Clarke, though so great an advocate of Natural religion, concedes, 
that “of the philosophers, some argued themselves out of the belief of the very being of 
a God; some by ascribing all things to chance, others to absolute fatality, equally subverted 
all true notions of religions, and made the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead, and a future 
judgment needless and impossible. Some professed open-immorality, others by subtle distinc- 
tions patronized particular vices. The better sort of them,- who were most celebrated, 
discoursed with the greatest reason, yet-with much uncertainty and doubtfulness, concerning 
things of the highest importance,—the providence of God in governing the world, the immortality 

“ofthe soul, and a future judgment.” 

-. If such facts prove the weakness ‘and insufficiency of human reason, those just thoughts 
respecting God, his providence, his will, and a future state, which sometimes appear in the 
writings of the wisest Heathen, are not however, on the contrary, to be attributed to its 
strength. Even if they were, the argument for the sufficiency of reason would not be much 
advanced thereby ; for the case would then be, that the reason which occasionally reached the 
truth had not firmness enough to hold it fast, and the pimion which sometimes bore the mind 
into fields of light, could not maintain it in its elevation. But it cannot even be admitted, that 
the truth which occasionally breaks forth in their works was the discovery of their own powers. 
There is much evidence to show, that they were indebted to a traditional knowledge much 
earlier than their own day, and that moral and religious knowledge among them received 
occasional and important accessions from the descendants of Abraham, a people who possessed 
records which, laying aside the question of their inspiration for the present, all candid 'Theists 
themselves will acknowledge, contain noble and just views of God and a correct morality. 
Whilst it cannot be proved that human reason made a single discovery in either moral or 
religious truth; it may be satisfactorily established, that just notions as to both were placed 
within its reach, which it first obscured, and then corrupted. 


(2) “The religion of Budhu,” says Dr, Davy, “is more widely extended than any other religion. It 
appears to be the religion of the whole of Tartary, of China, of Jaryn, and their dependencies, and of all the 
countries between China and the Burrampooter, : 

“The Budhists do not believe in the existence of a Supreme Being, self-existent and eternal, the Creator 
and Preserver of the Universe: indeed, it is doubtful if they believe in the existence and operation of any- 
cause besides fate and necessity, to which they seem to refer all changes in the moral and physicak world. 
They appear to be Materialists in the strictest sense of the term, and to have no notion of pure spiri mind, 
Prane and Hitta, life and intelligence, the most learned of them appear to consider identical :=seated in 
the heart, radiating from thence to different parts of the body, like heat from a fire ;—uncreated, without 
beginning, at least that they knew of;—capable of being modified by a variety of circumstances, like the 
breath in different musical instruments ;—and like a vapour, capable of passing from one body to another ;— 
and like a flame, Hable to be extinguished and totally annihilated. Gods, demons, men, reptiles, even the 
minutest and most imperfect animalcules, they consider as similar beings, formed of the four elerments— 
heat, air, water, and that which is tangible, and animated by praze and hitta. They believe that a man 
may become a god or a demon; or that a god may become aman or an animalcule; that ordinary death is 
merely a change of form: and that this change is almost infinite and bounded only by annihilation, which 
they esteem the acme of happiness !”—Accownt of Ceylon. 

(3) Vide De Nat. Deorum, lib. I, 0. 10, 11, Acad, Qu. lib. 2, n. 66, 120. 
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— -‘The Origin of those Truths which are Ne er the Writings and Religious Systems of the 
4 - 4 Heathen. "* f ; 


We have seen that some of the leading truths of religion and morals, which are adverted 
to by Heathen writers or assumed in Heathen systems, are spoken of as truths previously 
known to the world, and with which mankind were familiar. Also that no legislator, poet or 
philosopher of antiquity ever pretended to the discovery of the doctrines of the existence of a 
God, of providence, a future state, and of the rules by which actions are determined to be 
good or evil, whether these opinions were held by them with full conviction of their certainty, 
or only doubtfully. That they were transmitted by tradition from an earlier age; or were 
brought from some collateral source of information ; or that they flowed from both; are there- 
fore the only rational conclusions. : 

To tradition the wisest of the Heathen often acknowledge themselves indebted. 

A previous age of superior truth, rectitude, and happiness, sometimes called the golden age, 
was a-commonly received notion among them. It 1s at least as high as Hesiod, who rivals 
Homer in antiquity. It was likewise a common opinion, that sages existed in ages anterior 
to their own, who received knowledge from the Gods, and communicated it tomen. The 
wisest Heathens, notwithstanding the many great things said of nature and reason, derive 
the origin, obligation, and efficacy of law from the Gods alone. ‘No mortal,” says Plato in 
his Republic, “can make laws to purpose.”. Demosthenes calls law evpypa car dwoov Oce, “ the 
invention and gift of God,” They speak of vonor aypador, “unwritten laws,” and ascribe both 
them, and the laws which were introduced by their various legislators, to the Gods. “Xeno- 
phon represents it as the opinion of Socrates, that the unwritten laws received over the whole 
earth, which it was impossible that all mankind, as being of different languages, and not to be 
assembled in one place, should make, were given by the Gods. (4) Plato is express on this 
subject. ‘After a certain flood, which but few escaped, on the increase of mankind, they had 
neither letters, writing, nor laws, but obeyed the maziners and institutions of their fathers as 
laws; but when colonies separated from them, they took an elder for their leader, and in their 
new settlements retained the customs of their ancestcrs, those especially which related to their 
gods: and thus transmitted them to their posterity ; they imprinted them on the minds of their sons ; 
and they did the same to their children. ‘This was the origin of right laws, and of the different 
forms of government.” (5) : & 

This so exactly harmonizes with the Mosaic account, as to the flood of Noah, the origin of 
nations, and the Divine institution of religion and laws, that either the patriarchal traditions 
embodied. in the writings of Moses, had gone down with great exactness to the times of Plato ; 
or the writings of Moses were known to him; or he had gathered the substance of them, in 
his trayels, from the Egyptian, the Chaldean, or the Magian philosophers, 2 

Nor is this an unsupported hypothesis. The evidence is most abundant, that the primitive 
source from whence every great religious and mora! truth was drawn, must be fixed in that 
part of the world where Moses places the dwelling of the patriarchs of the human race, who 
walked with God, and received the law from his mouth, (6) There, in the earliest times, 
civilization and polity were found, whilst the rest of the earth was covered with savage 
tribes,—a sufficient proof that Asia was the common centre from whence the rest of markind 
dispersed, who, as they wandered from these primitive seats, and addicted themselves more 
to the chase than to agriculture, became in most instances barbarous. (7) 


(4) Xen. Mem. lib. 4, cap. 4, sect. 19, 20.-—'To the same effect is that noble passage of Cicero cited by 
Lactantius out of his work De Republica. 

“Est quidem vera lex, recta ratio, nature congruens, diffusa in omnes, constans, sempiterna, que vocet 
ad officium jubendo, vetando a fraude deterreat; que tamen neque probos frustra jubet, aut vetat; nec 
improbos jubendo aut vetando movet. Huic legi nec abrogari fas est; nec derogari ex hac aliquid licet ; 
neque tota abrogari potest. Nec vero aut per senatum, aut per populum solvi hac lege possumus ; neque est 
querendus explanator, aut interpres ejus alius. Nec enim alia lex Rome, alia Athenis, alia nunc, alia pos- 
thac ; sed et omnes gentes, et omni tempore, una lex et sempiterna et immutabilis continebit; unusque erit 
communis quasi magister et imperator omnium Deus, ille legis hujus inventor, disceptator, ‘lator ; cui qui 
non parebit, ipse se fugiet, ac naturam hominis aspernabitur ; atque hoc ipso luet maximas penas, etiamsi 
cetera licia, que putantur, effugerit:” From which it is clear that Cicero acknowledged a law ante- 
cedent tof mura civil institutions, and independent of them, binding upon all, constaxt and perpetual, the 
same in all times and places, not one thing at Rome, and another at Athens; of an authority so high that no 
human power had the right to alter or annul it; having God for its Author, in his character of universal 
Master and Sovereign; taking hold of the very consciences of men, and following them with its animadver- 
are eee they should escape the hand of inan, and the penalties of human codes. 

5 e Leg. 3. ; nce 

“The East was the source of knowledge from whence it was communicated to the western parts of the 
world, There the most precious remains of ancient tradition were found. Thither the most celebrated 
Greek philosophers travelled in quest of science, or the knowledge of things divine and human, and thither 
the lawgivers had recourse in order to their being instructed in laws and civil police 

{7) The speculations of Infidels as to the gradual progress of the original men from the savage life, and 
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In the multifarious and bewildering superstitions of all nations we also discover a very 
remarkable substratum of common tradition and religious faith, 

‘The practice of sacrifice, which may at once be traced into all nations, and to the remotest 
antiquity, affords an eminent proof of the common origin of religion; inasmuch as no reason 
drawn from the nature of the rite itself, or the circumstances of men, can be given for the 
universality of the practice: and as it is clearly a positive institute, and opposed to the 
interests Of men, it can only be accounted for by an injunction, issued at a very early period 
of the world, and solemnly imposed. This injunction, indeed, received a force, either from i 
original appointment, or from subsequent circumstances, from which the human mind could - 
never free itself. “There continued,” says Dr. Shuckford, “for a long time among the 

nations usages which show that there had been an ancient universal religion ; several traces 

of which appeared in the rites and ceremonies which were observed in religious worship. 

‘Such was the custom of sacrifices expiatory and precatory, both the sacrifices of animals and 

‘the oblations of wine, oil, and the fruits and products of the earth. These and other things 

-__-which were in use among the patriarchs, obtained also among the Gentiles.” , 

The events, and some of the leading opinions of the earliest ages, mentioned in Scripture, 
may also be traced among the most barbarous, as well as in the Oriental, the Grecian, and the 
Roman systems of Mythology. Such are the FORMATION OF THE WORLD; the FALL AND 
CORRUPTION OF MAN; the hostility of a powerful and supernatural agent of wickedness under 
his appropriate and scriptural emblem, the Serpent; the DESTRUCTION OF THE WORLD BY 
WATER; the REPEOPLING OF IT EY THE sons oF Noan; the EXPECTATION OF ITS FINAL 
DESTRUCTION BY FIRE; and above all, the promise of a great and Divine Pewisen. (8) 

"3 . The only method of accounting for this, is, that the same traditions were transmitted from 
the progenitors of the different families of mankind after the flood; that in some places Poy rs 
were strengthened and the impressions deepened by successive revelations, which assumed the — 
first traditions, as being of Divine original, for their basis, and thus renewed the knowledge 
which had formerly been communicated, at the very time they enlarged it: and farther that 

“fromthe written revelations which were afterward made to one people, some rays of reflected 
light were constantly glancing upon the surrounding nations. : ; 

Nor are we at a loss to trace this communication of truth from a common source to the 
Gentile nations; and also to show that they actually did receive accessions of information, 

both directly and indirectly, from a people who retained the primitive theological system in 
its greatest purity. er ‘S 

We shall see sufficient reasons, when we come to speak on that subject, to conclude that all 
mankind have descended from one common pair. 

If man is now a moral agent, the first man must be allowed to have been a moral agent, 
and, as such, under rules of obedience; in which rules it is far more probable that he should 
be instructed by his Maker by means of direct communication, than that he shouldbe left to 
collect the will of his Maker from observation and experience. Those who deny the Scripture 
account of the introduction of death into the world, and think the human species were always 

_ liable to it, are bound to admit a revelation from God to the first pair as to the wholesomeness 
of certain fruits, and the destructive habits of certain annnals, or our first progenitors would 
have been far more exposed to danger from deleterious fruits, &c, and in a more miserable 
condition through their fears, than any of their descendants, because they were without 
experience, and could have no information. (9) ~ But it is far more probable, that they should 
have express information as to the will of God concerning their conduct; for until they had. 
settled, by a course of rational induction, what wa® richt, and what wrong, they could 

not, properly speaking, be moral agents; and from the difficulties of such an inquiry, _ 
especially until they had had a long experience of the steady course of nature, and the effect 
of certain actions upon themselves and society, they might possibly arrive at very different 
conclusions. (1) . 

But in whatever way the moral and religious knowledge of the first man was obtained, if 
he is allowed to have been under an efficient law, he must at least have known, in order to 
the right regulation of himself, every truth essential to religion, and to personal, domestic, and 
social morals. ‘The truth on these subjects was as essential to him as to his descendants, and ' 
more especially because he was,so soon to be the head and the paternal governor, by a natural 
relation, of a numerous race, and to possess, by virtue of that office, great influence over them. 
If we assume, therefore, that the knowledge of the first man was.taught to his children, and 
it were the greatest absurdity to suppose the contrary, then, whether he received his informa- 
tion on the principal doctrines of religion, and the principal rules of morals, by expuges reyela- 


the invention of language, arts, laws, &c, have been too much countenanced by philosophers bearing the 
name of Christ, some of them even, holding the office of teachers.of his relision. The writings of Moses 
sufficiently show that there never was’a period in which the original tribes of men were in a savage state, 
and the gradual process of the developement of a higher condition is a chimera. ‘'T’o those who profess to 
believe the Scriptures, their testimony ought to be sufficient: to those who do not, they aré at least as good 
history as any other. : 3 » ite 
(8) See note A at the end of this chapter. . 

ty See DELANEy’s Revelation Examined with Candour, Dissertations 1 and 2. 

1) “Tt is very probable,” says Puflendorf, “ that God taught the first men the chief heads of natural law. 
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tion from God, or by the exercise of his own natural powers, all the great principles of religion, 
and of personal, domestic, and social morals, must have been at once. communicated to his 
children, immediately descending from him; and we clearly enough see the reason why the 
earliest writers on these subjects never pretend to have been the discoverers of the leading 
truths of morals and religion, but speak of them-as opinions familiar tomen, and generally 
received, ‘This primitive religious and moral system, as far as regards first principles, and 
all their important. particular applications, was also complete, or there had been neither 
efficient religion nor morality in the first ages, which is contrary. to all tradition and to 
all history; and that this system was actually transmitted, is clear from this, that the 
wisdom of very early ages consisted not so much. in natural and speculative science, as in 
pope notions, rules of conduct, and an acquaintance with the opinions of the wise of still 
_ earlier periods. ni LOR ; 
The few persons through whom this system -was transmitted to Noah, for in fact Methu- 
salah was contemporary both with Adam and Noah, rendered any great corruption impossible ; 
and therefore the crimes charged upon the Antediluvians are violence and other immoralities, 
rather than the. corruption of truth; and Noah was “a preacher of righteousness,” rather than 
_a restorer of doctrine. : ; ' ie 5 

The flood (2) being soawful and marked a declaration of God’s anger against the violation 
of the laws of this primitive religion, would give great force and sanction to it, as a religious 
system, in the minds of Noah’s immediate descendants. The existence of God; his provi- 
dence; his favour to the good; his anger against evil doers; the great rules of Justice and 
Mercy; the practice of a sacrificial worship; the observance of the Sabbath; the promise of 
‘a Deliverer, and other similar tenets, were among the articles and religious rites of this primi- 
tive’system: nor can any satisfactory account be given, why they were transmitted to so 
many people, in different parts of the world’; why they have continued to glimmer through 
the darkness of Paganism to this day; why we find them more or less recognised in the 

tythology, traditions, and customs of almost all ages ancient and modern, except thatthey- 
received some original sanction of great efficacy, deéply fixing them in the hearts of the 
patriarchs of all the families of merk Those who deny the revelations contained in the 
Scriptures, have no means of accounting for these facts, which in themselves are indisputable. 
They have no theory respecting them which ‘is not too childish to deserve serious refutation, 
and they usually prefer to pass them over in silence. But the believer in the Bible can 
account for them, and he alone, The destruction of wicked men by the flood, put the seal of 
Heaven upon the religious system transmitted from Adam; and under the force of this Divine 
and unequivocal attestation of its truth, the sons and descendants of Noah went forth into 
their different settlements, bearing for.ages the deep impression of its sanctity and authority. 
The impression, it is true, at length gave way to vice, superstition, and false philosophy ; but 
superstition perverted truth rather than displaced it; and the doctrines, the history, and even 
the hopes of the first ages, were never entirely banished even from those fables which became 
baleful substitutes for their simplicity, ‘ 

In the family of Abraham the true God was acknowledged. Melchizedeck. was the 
sovereign of one of the nations of Canaan, and Priest of the Most High God, and his subjects 
must therefore have been worshippers of the true Divinity. Abimelech the Philistine and his 
people, both in Abraham’s days and in Isaac’s, were also worshippers of Jehovah, and 
acknowledged the same moral principles which were lield sacred in the elect family. The 
revelations and promises made‘to Abraham would enlarge the boundaries of religious know- 
ledge, both among the descendants’ of Ishmael, and-those of his sons by Keturah; as those 
made to Shem would, with the patriarchal theology, be transmitted to his posterity—the 
Persians, Assyrians, and Mesopotamians. (3) In Egypt, even in tlie days of Joseph, he and 
the king of Egypt speak of the true Gop, as of a Being mutually known and acknowledged. 
Upon the arrival of the Israelites in Canaan, they found a few persons in that perhaps primi- 
tive seat of idolatry who acknowledged “Jehovah to be God in heaven above, and in the earth 
beneath.” Through the branch of Esau the knowledge of the true religion would pass from 
the family of Isaac, with its farther illustrations in the covenants made with Abraham, to his 
descendants. Job’and his friends, who probably lived between Abraham and Moses, were 
professors of the patriarchal religion; and their discourses show, that it was both a sublime 
and a comprehensive system. ‘The plagues of Egypt and the miraculous escape of the Israel- 
ites, and the destruction of the Canaanitish nations, were all parts of an awful controversy 
between the true God and the idolatry spreading in the world; and could not fail of being 
largely noised abroad among the neighbouring nations, and of making the religion of the 


2) Whatever may be thought respecting the circumstances of the flood as mentioned by Moses, there is 
nothing in that event, considered as the punishment of a guilty race, and as giving an attestation of God’s 
approbation of right principles and.a right conduct, to which a consistent Theist can object. For if the will 
of God is to be collected from observing the course of nature and providence, such signal and remarkable 
events in his government as the deluge, whether universal or only co-extensive with the existing race of 
men, may be expected to occur ; and especially when an almost universal punishment, as connected with an 
almost universal wickedness, so strikingly indicated an observant and a righteous government. 5 

(3) See Bishop Horstxey’s Dissertations before referred to; and LeLanp’s View of the Necessity of 
Revelation, part i, chap. 2. 
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Israelites known. (4) Balaam, a Gentile prophet, intermixes with his predictions many brief 
but eloquent assertions of the first principles of religion; the omnipotence of Deity, his 
universal providence, and the immutability of his counsels; and the names and epithets which 
he applies to the Supreme Being, are, as Bishop Horsley observes, the very same which are 
used by Moses, Job, and the inspired writers of the Jews, namely, God, the Almighty, the 
Most High, and Jehovah; which is.a proof, that gross as the corruptions of idolatry were now 
-become, the patriarchal religion was not forgotten nor its language become obsolete. - 

The frequent and public restorations of the Israelites to the principles of the patriarchal 
religion, after they had lapsed into idolatry, and fallen under the power of other nations, 
could not fail to make their peculiar opinions known among those with whom they were so 
often in relations of amity or war, of slavery or dominion. “We have evidence collateral to 
that of the Scriptures, that the building of the celebrated temple of Solomon, and the fame of 
the wisdom of that monarch, produced not only a wide spread rumour, but, as it was intended 
by Divine wisdom and goodness, moral effects upon the people of distant nations, and that the 
Abyssinians received the Jewish religion after the visit of the Queen of Sheba, the principles 
of that religion being probably found to accord with those ancient traditions of the patriarchs, 
which remained among them. (5) ‘The intercourse between the Jews and the States of 
Syria and Babylon on the one hand, and Egypt on the other, powers which rose to great 
eminence and influence in the ancient world, was maintained for many ages. Their frequent 
captivities and dispersions would tend to preserve in part, and in part to revive, the knowledge 
of the once common and universal faith; for we have instances, that in the worst periods of 

‘their history there were among the captive Israelites those whoadhered with heroic steadfast- 
ness to their own religion. We have the instance of the female captive in the house of 
Naaman the Syrian, and, at a later period, the sublime example of the three Hebrew youths, 
and of Daniel in the court of Nebuchadnezzar. ‘ The decree of this prince, after the deliverance 
of Shadrach and his companions, ought not to be slightly passed over. It contained a pubhe 
proclamation of the supremacy of Jehovah, in opposition to the gods of his country ;. and 
that monarch, after his recovery from a singular disease, became himself a worshipper of the 
true God; both of which are circumstances which could not but. excite attention, among a 
learned and curious people, to the religious tenets of the Jews. We may add to this also, 
that great numbers of the Jews preserving their Scriptures, and publicly worshipping the 
true God, never returned from: the Babylonish captivity; but remained in various parts of 
that extensive empire after it was conquered by the Persians. The Chaldean philosophic 
schools, to which many of the Greek sages resorted for instruction, were, therefore never 
without the means of acquaintance with the theological system of the j ews, however degene- 
rate in process of time their wise men became, by addicting themselves to judicial astrology ; 
and to the same sacred source the conquest of Babylon conducted the Persians. ie 

Cyrus, the celebrated subverter of the Babylonian monarchy, was of the Magian religion, 
whose votaries worshipped God under the emblem of fire, but held an independent and 
eternal principle of darkness and evil. He was, however, somewhat. prepared by his hostility 
to idols, to listen to the tenets of the Jews; and his favour to them sufficiently shows, that 
the influence which Daniel’s character, the remarkable facts which had oceurred respecting 
him at the courts of Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar, and the predictions of his own success 
by Isaiah, had exerted on his mind, was-very great. In his decree for the rebuilding of the 
temple, recorded in Ezra, chap. 1, and 2 Chron. xxxvi, 23, he acknowledges “Jehovah to be 
the God of heaven,” who had given him his kingdoma, and had charged him to rebuild the 
temple. Nor could this testimony in favour of the God of the Jews be without effect 
upon his subjects; one. proof of which, and of the influence of Judaism upon the Persians 
is, that in a short time after his reign, a considerable improvement in some particulars, and 
alteration in others, took place in the Magian religion by an evident admixture with it of the 
tenets and ceremonies of the Jews. (6) And whatever improvements the theology of the 
Persians thus received, and they were not few nor unimportant; whatever information they 
acquired as to the origin of the world, the events of the first ages, and questions of morals 
and religion, subjects after which the ancient philosophers made keen and eager inquiries; 
they could not but be known to the learned Greeks, whose intercourse with the Persians 
was continued for so long a period, and be transmitted also into that part of India into which 
the Persian monarchs pushed their conquests. 


It is indeed unquestionable, that the eredit in which the Jews stood, in the Persian empire ; 


JENKIN’S Reasonableness of Christianity, vol. i, chap. 2. : =. 

5) The princes of Abyssinia claim descent from Menilek, the son of Solomon by the Queen of Sheba. 
The Abyssinians say she was converted to the Jewish religion. The succession is hereditary in the line of 
Solomon, and the device of their kings is’a lion passant, proper upon a fiéld gules, and their motto, “The 
lion of the race of Solomon and tribe of Judah hath oyercome.” The Abyssinian eunuch who was met by 
Philip was not properly a Jewish proselyte, but an Abyssinian believer in Moses and the Prophets. Chris- 
tianity spread in this country at an early period; but many of the inhabitants to this day are of the Jewish 
religion. Tyre also must have derived an accession, of religious information from its intercourse with the 
Israelites in the time of Solomon, and we find Hiram the king blessing the Lord God of Israel “as the 
Maker of heaven and earth.” 

(6) See Note B at the end of this chapter. 
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the singular events which brought them into notice with the Persian monarchs ; the favour 
they afterward experienced from Alexander the Great and his successors, who reigned in 
Eeypt, where they became so numerous, and so generally spoke the Greek, that a translation 
of the Scriptures into that language was rendered necessary; and their having in most of the 
Principal cities of the Roman empire, even when most extended, indeed in all the cities which 
were celebrated for refinement and philosophy, their synagogues and public worship, in 
Romie, Alexandria, and Antioch, at Athens; Corith, Ephesus, &c, as we read in the Acts of 
the Apostles, and that for a long time before the Christian era,—rendered their tenets very 
widely known: and as these events took place after their final reformation from idolatry, the 
opinions by which they were distinguished were those substantially which are taught in the 
Scriptures. The above statements, to say nothing of-the fact, that the character, office, 
opinions, and writings of Moses were known to ‘many of the ancient philosophers and 
historians, who mention him by name, and describe the religion of the Jews, are sufficient to 
account for those opinions and traditions we occasionally meet with in the writings of the _ 
Greek and Roman sages which have the greatest correspondence with truth, and agree best 
with the Holy Scriptures. They flowed’in upon them from many channels, branching out 
at different times-from the fountain of truth; but they were received by them generally as 
mer® traditions or philosophic notions, which they thought themselves at liberty to adopt, 
reject, modify, or pervert, as the principles of their schools-or their own fancy led them. 

Let then every question which respects inspiration, miracles, prophecies, be for the present 
omitted, the following conclusions may properly close these observations:— 

1, That as a history of early opinions and events, the Scriptures have at least as much 
authority as any history of ancient times whatever; nay, the very idea of their sacredness, 
whether well founded or not, renders their historical details more worthy of credit, because 
that idea led to their more careful preservation. 

2. That their history is often confirmed by ancient Pagan traditions and histories; and in 
ne materi@l point, or on any good evidence, contradicted. 

3, That those fundamental principles of what is called Natural religion, which are held by 
sober Theists, and by them denominated rational, the discovery of which they attribute to the 
unassisted understanding of man, are to be found in the earliest of these sacred writings, and 
are there supposed to have existed in the world previous to the date of those writings themselves. 

4, That a religion founded on common notions and common traditions, comprehensive both 
in doctrines and morals, existed in very early periods of the world; and that from the 
agreement of almost all mythological systems, in certain doctrines, rites, and traditions, it is 
reasonable-to believe, that this primitive theology passed in some degree into all nations. 

5. That it was retained most perfectly among those of the descendants of Abraham who 
formed the Israelitish State and subsisted as a nation collaterally with the successive great 
empires of antiquity for many ages. 3 

-6. That the frequent dispersions of great numbers of that people, cither by war or from 
choice, and their residence in or near the seats of ancient learning with their sacred books, 
and in the habit of observing their public worship, as in Chaldea, Egypt, Persia, and other 
parts of the ancient world, and the signal notice mto which they and their opinions were 
occasionally brought, could not but make their cosmogony, theology, laws, and history, very 
extensively known. 

7. That the spirit of inquiry in many of the aucient philosuphers of different countries led 
them to travel for information on these very subjects, and often into those countries where 
the patriarchal religion had formerly existed in great purity, and where’the tenets of the Jews 
which tended to revive or restore it, were well known. 

8, That there is sufficient evidence that these tenets were in fact known to many of the 
sages of the greatest name, and to schools of the greatest influence, who, however, regarding 
them only as traditions or philosophical opinions, interwove such of them as best agreed with 
their views into their own systems, and rejected or refined upon others, so that no permanent: 
and convincing system of morals and religion, was, after all, wrought out among themselves, 
whilst they left the populace generally to the gross ignorance and idolatry in which they 


were involved, (7) 


(7) The readiness of the philosophers of antiquity to seize upon every notion which could aid them in 
their speculations is manifest by the use which those of them: who lived when Christianity began to be 
known and to acquire credit, made of its discoveries to give greater splendour to their own systems. The 
thirst of knowledge carried the ancient sages to the most distant persons and places in search of wisdom, 
nor did the later Sr ceapheks any more than modern Infidels neglect the superior light of Christianity, when 
brought to their own doors, but they were equally backward to acknowledge the obligation. As the 
ancients,” says Justin Martyr, “had borrowed from the Prophets, so did the moderns from the Gospel. 
Tertullian observes in his Apology, “ Which of your poets, which of your sophists, have not drunk from 
the fountains of the Prophets? It is from these sacred sources likewise that your philosophers: have 
refreshed their thirsty spirits ; and if they found any thing in the Holy Scriptures to please their fancy 
or to serve their hypotheses, they turned it to their own purpose and made it serve their our tosily ; not 
considering these writings to be sacred and unalterable, nor understanding thet sense ; every one 
taking or leaving, adopting or remodelling, as his imagination led him. Nor do I wonder that the 
philosophers played such foul tricks with the Old Testament, when I Jind some of the same generation 
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9. Finally, that so far from there being any evidence, that any of those fundamental truths 
of religion or morals. which may occasionally appear in their writings, were discovered by 
their unassisted reason, we can trace them to an earlier age, and can show that they had the 
means of access to higher sources of information; whilst on the other hand it may be exhibited 
as a proof of the weakness of the human mind, and the corruptness of the human heart, that 
they generally involved in doubt the great principles which they thus received; built upon 
them fanciful systems destructive of their moral etticacy ; and mixed them with errors of the 
most deteriorating character. (8) é ee 

The last observation will be more fully illustrated in the ensuing chapter.. 


\ 


among ourselves who have made as bald with the New, and composed a deadly mixture of Gospel and 
opinion, led by a philosophising vanity.” , 

It was from conversing with a Christian that Epictetus learned to reform the doctrine, and abase the 
pride, of the Stoics; nor is it to be imagined that Marcus Antoninus, Maximus Tyrius, and others, were 
ignorant of the Christian doctrine. 

Rousseau admits, that the modern philosopher derives his better notions on many subjects from those 
very Scriptures, which he reviles ; from the early impressions of education; from living and conversing in, 
a Christian country, where those doctrines are publicly taught, and where, in spite of himself, he ees 
some portion of that religious knowledge which the sacred writings have every where diffused — Werks, 
vol. ix, p. 71; 1764. ai : : es k 

(8) See note C at the end of this chapter. ‘ 
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The illustration of the particulars mentioned in the paragraph, from which reference is made to this note, 
may be given under different heads. 

THE FORMATION OF THE WORLD FROM CHAOTIC MaTTEeR.—Some remains of the sentiments 
of the ancient. Chaldeans are preserved in the pages of Syncellus from: Berosus and Alexander Poly- 
histor ; and when the tradition is divested of its fabulous dress, we may trace in the account a primordial 
watery chaos, a separation of the darkness from light, and of earth from heaven, the production of man 
from the dust of the earth, and an infusion of Divine reason into the man so formed.—The cosmogony of the 
Pheenicians as detailed by Sanchoniatho, makes the principle of the universe a dark air, and a turbulent 
chaos. The ancient Persians taught that God created the world at six different times, in manifest allusion. 
to the six days’ work as described by Moses.. In the Institutes of Menu, a Hindoo Tract, supposed. by Sir 
William Jones to have. been composed 1280 years before the Christian era, the universe is represented as 
involved in darkness, when the sole self-existing power, himself undiscerned, made the world discernible. 
With a thought he first created the waters, which are called Nara, pr the Spirit of God; and since they 
were his first ayana, or place of motion, he is thence named Narayana, or moving on the waters. The 
order of the creation in the ancient traditions of the Chinese is,;—the heavens were first formed ; the founda- 
tions of the earth were next laid; the atmosphere was then diffused round the habitable globe, and last of 
all man was created. The formation of the world from: chaos may be discovered.in the traditions of our 
Gothic ancestors.—See the Edda, and Faber’s Hore Masaic@, vol. i, page 3. 

In the ancient Greek philosophy we trace the same tradition, and Plato clearly borrowed the materials of 
his account of the origin of things, either from Moses, or from traditions which had proceeded from the 
same source. Moses speaks of God in the plural form, “Jn the beginning Gods created the heaven and 
the earth,” and Plato hes a kind of Trinity in his to aya@ov “the good,” vss or “intellect,” who was. 
properly the demixrgwe, or former_of the-world, and his Peyere,orawniversal mundane soul, the cause of 
ali the motion which is in the world. He also represents the first matter out of which the universe was 
formed as a rude chaos. In the Greek and Latin poets we ‘Mive frequent allusions to the same fact, and in 
some of fhem highly poetic descriptions of the chaotic state of the-world, and its reduction to-order. When 
America was discovered, traditions bearing a very remarkable resemblance to the History of Moses on 
various subjects, were found among the semi-civilized nations of that continent. Gomara states in his 
history, that the Peruvians believed, that, at the beginning of the world,there came from thé north a bein 
named Con, who levelled mounf&ins, and raised hills, solely by the word of his mouth; that he filled the 
earth with men and women whom he had created, giving them fruits and bread, and all things necessary 
for their subsistence; but that, being offended with their transgressions, he deprived them of the blessings: 
which they had originally enjoyed, and afflicted their lands with sterility. : 

“The number of days employed in the work of creation,” says Mr. Faber; ‘and the Divine rest on the: 
seventh day, produced that peculiar measure of time, the week, which is purely arbitrary, and which does 
not spring, like a day, or a month, or a year, from the natural motions of the heavenly bodies. Hence the 
. general adoption of the hebdomadal period is itself.a proof how widely a knowledge of the true cosmogonical 
system was diffused among the posterity of Noah.” Thus in almost every part of the globe, from Europe 
to the shores of India, and anciently among the Greeks, Romans, and Goths, as well as among the Jews, 
we find the week used as:a familiar measure of time, and some traces of the Sabbath. : 

Tue Fart or Man.—That the human race were once innocent and happy, is an opinion of high 
antiquity, and great extent among the Gentile nations. The passages to this effect in the classical poets are 
well known. It is asserted in the Edda, the record of the opinions of ovr Scythian forefathers. “There 
can be little doubt,” says Maurice in his History of Hindostah, “but that by the Satyaage, or age of 
perfection, the Brachmins obscurely allude to the-state. of perfection and happiness enjoyed by man in 
Paradise. Then justice, truth, philanthropy, were practised-among alt the orders and classes of mankind.” 
That man is a fallen creature, is now the universal belief of this class of Pagans; and the degeneracy of the 
human soul, its native and hereditary degeneracy, runs through much of the Greek philosophy. The. 
immediate occasion of the fall, thé frailty of the woman, we find also alluded ta equally in classical fable, in 
ancient Gothic traditions, and among various barbarous tribes. A curious passage to this effect ocours in 
Campbell’s Travels among the Boschuana Hottentots, i =e ics 
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_ {fae Serpent.—The agency of an evil and malignant spirit is found also in these widely extended 

ancient traditions. Little doubt can be entertained but that the generally received notion of good and evil 
demons grounded itself upon the Scripture account of good and_evil angels. Serpent worship was, exceed- 
ingly general, especially.in Egypt and the East, and this is not to be accounted for but as it originated from 

a superstitious fear of the malignant demon, who, under that animal form, brought death into the world, and 
obtained a destructive dominion over men, That in ancient sculptures and paintings, the serpent symbol 
as sometimes emblematical of wisdom, eternity, and other moral ideas, may be allowed; but it often a pears _ 
cennected with representations which prove that under this form the evil principle was worshipped, and 
that human sacrifices were offered to gratify thé cruelty of him whe was a “ murderer from the beginning.” 
In the model of the tomb of Psammis, made by Mr. slaeni, and recently exhibited in London, and in the 
plates which accompany his work on Egypt, are seen’various representations of monstrous serpents with 
the tribute of human heads which had been offered to them. This is still more strikingly exemplified in a 
opy of part of the interior of an Egyptian tomb, at Biban. al Melook in Richardson’s Travels in Egypt. 
Before an enormous serpent three men are represented on their knees, with their heads just struck off by the 
executioner, ‘ while the serpent erects his crest to a level with their throats, ready to-drink the stream of life 
as it gurgles from their veins.” This was probably the serpent 'yphon of the ancient ei Mase the 
same as the Python of the Greeks; and, as observed by Mr. Faber, “the notion that’ the Python was 
oracular, may have sprung from a recollection of the vocal_responses, which’ the tempter-gave to Eve under 
the borrowed figure of that reptile.” By consulting Moore’s Hindu Pantheon, it will be seen that the 
ene Caliya is represented as the decided enemy of the mediatorial God, Krishna, whom he persecutes, 
and on whonr he inflicts various sufferings, though he is at length vanquished. Krishna pressed within the 
folds of'the serpent, and then triumphing over him and bruising his head beneath his feet, is the subject of a 
very ancient Hindoo bas relief, and carries with it its own interpretation. 

In the Edda, Fab. 16, “the great serpent is said to be an emanation from Loke, the evil principle; and 
Hela, or Hell or Death, in a poetical vein of allegory not unworthy of our own Milton, is celebrated as the 
daughter of that personage, and as the sister of the dragon. Indignant at the pertinacious rebellion of the 
evil principle, the universal Father despatched certain of the gods to bring those children to him. Wahen 
they were come he threw the serpent down to the bottom of the ocean. But there the monster grew so large, 
that he wound himself round the whole globe of the earth. Death meanwhile was precipitated into Hell, 
where she possesses vast apartments, strongly built, and fenced with grates of iron. Her hall is. Grief ; her 
table, Famine ; Hunger, fee knife; Delay, her servant; Faintness, her porch; Sickness and Pain, her 
bed; and her tent, Cursing and Howling.” 

TuE FLoop or Noau.—Josephus, in his first book against Apion, states, that Berosus the Chaldean — 
historian relates, in a similar manner to Moses, the history of the flood, and the preservation of Noah in an. 
ark or chest. In Abydemis’s History of Assyria, in passages quoted by Eusebius, mention is made of an 
ancient prince of the name of Sisithrus, who was forewarned by Saturn of a deluge. In’this account, the 
ship, the sending forth and returning of the birds, the abating of the waters, and the resting of the ship ona 
mountain, are all mentioned. (Kuseb, Prep. Evang. lib.’9, c. 12.—Grotius on the Christian Religion, lib. 
1, sec. 16.) Lucian, in his book concerning the goddess of Syria, mentions the Syrian traditions as to this 
event. Here Noah is called Deucalion, and that he was the person intended under this name is rendered 
indubitable by the mention of the wickedness of the antediluvians, the piety of Deucalion, the ark, and the 
bringing into it of the beasts of the earth by pairs. The ancient Persian traditions, as Dr. Hyde has shown, 
though mixed with fable, have a substantial agreement with the Mosaic account. In Hindostan, the ancient 
poem of Bhagavot treats of a flood which destroyed all mankind, except a pious prince, with seven of his 
attendants and their wives. The Chinese writers in like manner make mention of a universal flood. In 
the legends of the ancient Egyptians, Goths, and Druids, striking references are made to the same event; 
(Edda, Fab. 4; Davies’s Mythology of the British Druids, p. 226,) and it was found represented in the 
historical paintings of the Mexicans, and among the American Nations. The natives of Otaheite believed 
that the world was torn in pieces formerly by the anger of their gods; the inhabitants of the Sandwich 
Islands have a tradition that the Etooa who created the world, afterward destroyed it by an inundation ; 

_and recollections of the same event are preserved among the New Zealanders, as the author had the 
opportunity of ascertaining lately in a conversation with two of their chiefs, through an interpreter. For 
arge Pape ations of this pomt, see Bryant’s Heathen Mythology and Faber’s Hore Mosaice. ’ 
% SAacri FICE.—The great principle of the three dispensations of religion in the Seriptures,—the Patriarchal, 
the Mosaic, and the Christian,—that 2without shedding of blood there is no remission, has fixed itself in 
every Pagan religion of ancient and modern times. | For though the followers of Budhu are forbidden to 
offer sanguinary sacrifices to. him, they offer them to demons in order to avert various evils 5 and their 
presentation of flowers and fruits to Budhu himself shows, that’one part of the original rite of sacrifice has 
been retained, though the other, through a philosophic refinement, is given up. Sacrifices are, however, 
offered in China, where the most ancient form of Budhuism generally prevails; a 1 Se eee that the 
egpaism. of Ceylon and some parts of India, is a refinement upon a more ancient system. That the 
" practice of devoting piacular victims has, at one period or another, prevailed in every quarter of the globe ; 
and that it has been alike adopted by the most barbarous and by the most civilized nations, can scarcely be 
said to need regniar and formal proof.” : F 

EXPECTATION oF A DetivereR.—Amidst the miseries of succeeding ages, the ancient Pagan world 
‘was always looking forward to the appearance of a great Deliverer and Restorer, and this expestation was 
so general that it is impossible to account for it but from ‘‘the promises made unto the fathers,” ening 
with the promise of conquest to the seed of the woman over the power of the serpent. Itisa singular ee 
and still worthy of remark, though so often stated, that, a little before our Lord’s advent, an expectation of 

the speedy appearance of this Deliverer was general among the nations of antiquity. “ The eee er 3 
op Horsley, re notorious to all who have any knowledge of antiquity, that if any one wou pe 

it, iwould decline all dispute with such an adversary as too ignorant to receive conviction, oF ee on 
__ genuous'to acknowledge what he must secretly admit.” Tt is another singular fact, that Virgil in his ; fl 
ef, by an application of the Sybilline verses, which are almost literally in the high and glowing strains in w ai h 
Isaiah prophesies of Christ, to a child of his friend, one of the Roman Consuls, whose birth was ae expected, 
eo out of an extravagant flattery, should call the attention of the world to those sing ular and mysterious 


ks, f e the bir i d fulfil th hecies they contain. For a further 
ks, so shortly before the birth of him who alone could fu e prop ta Biahioe Lowihis Dissert 


account of the Sybilline verses, the reader is referred to Prideaux’s Connection, 


ai 
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ations, and to Bishop Horsley’s Dissertation on the Prophecies of the Messiah dispersed among the 
Heathen. It is enough here,to say, that it is an historical fact that the Sybilline books existed ameng the 
Romans from an early period ;—that these oracles of the Cumean Sybil were held in such veneration, that 
the book which contained them was deposited in a stone chest in the temple of Jupiter in the capitol, and 
committed to the-care of two persons appointed to that office expressly ;—that about a century before our 
Saviour’s birth, the book was destroyed in the fire which consumed the temple in which it was deposited ; 
that the Roman Senate knew that similar oracles existed among other nations, for to repair that loss, they 
sent persons to make a new collection of these oracles in different parts of Asia, in the islands of the Archi- 
pelago, in Africa and in Sicily, who returned with about a thousand verses, which were deposited in the 
place ofthe originals, and kept with the same care ;—and that the predictions which Virgil weaves into his 
fourth Eclogue, of the appearance of a king whose monarchy was to be universal, and who was to bestow 
upon mankind the blessings he describes, were contained in them. It follows, therefore, that such predic-. 
tions existed .anciently among the Romans; that they were found in many other parts of Europe and Asia 
and Africa; and that they had so marvellous an agreement with the predictions of the Jewish prophets, 
that either they were in part copies from them, or predictions of an inspiration oral sacred—the fragments 
of very ancient prophecy interwoven probably with the fables of later times. “If,” as Bishop Horsley 
justly observes, “any illiterate persons were to hear Virgil’s poem read, with the omission of a few allusions 
to the Heathen mythology, which would not affect the general sense of it, he would without hesitation 
pronounce it to be a prophecy of the Messiah.” It might seern indeed that the poet had only in many 
passages translated Isaiah, did he not expressly attribute the predictions he has introduced into his poem to 
the Cumzan Sybil; which he would not have done if such passages had not been found in the oracles, 
because they were then in existence, and their contents were known to many. The subsequent forgeries of 
these oracles in the first ages of the church, also, prove at least this, that the true Sybilline verses contained 
prophetic passages capable of a strong application to the true universal Deliverer, which those pious frauds 
aimed at making more particular and more convincing. Those who do not read Latin may consult “the 
Megsiah” of Pope with the principal passages from Virgil in the notes, translated and collated with 
préflticcies from Isaiah, which will put them in possession of the substance of this singular and most 
interesting production. : + ‘ 

Nor is it only on the above points that we perceive the ancient traditions and opinions preserved in their 
grand outline among different Heathen nations, but also in the Scriptural doctrine. of the destruction of the 
present system of material nature. The Pythagoreans, Platonists, Epicureans, Stoics, all had notions of a 


_ General conflagration. After the doctrine of the Stoics, Ovid thus speaks, Metam. lib. 1. 


a g “ Esse.quoque in fatis reminiscitur affore tempus 
‘eye . Quo mare, quo tellus, correptaque regio cceli 


eee, ge. Ardeat, et mundi moles operosa laboret.”? 


=, Rememb’ring in the fates a time when fire 
F Should to the battlements of heaven aspire, 
When all his blazing worlds above should burn, 
And all th’ inferior globe to cinders turn. Dryden. 


Seneca, speaking of the same event, ad Murciam c. ult., says, ‘‘ Tempus adveniret quo sidera sidcribus 
incurrent, &c. ~The time will come when the whole world will be consumed, that it may be again renewed, 
when the powers of nature will be turned against herself; when stars will rush on stars, and the whole 
tnaterial world, which now appears so resplendent with beauty and harmony, will be destroyed in one 
general conflagration. In this grand catastrophe of nature, all animated beings, (excepting the universal 
intelligence,) men, heroes, demons, and gods, shall perish together.’ 

The same tradition presents itself-in different forms in all leading systems of modern Paganism. 


Note B.—Page 18. 


OF the controversy as to Zoroaster, Zeratusht, or Zertushga, and the sacred books said to have been 
written by him called Zend or Zendavesta, which has divided critics so eminent, it would answer no 
important end to give an abstract. Those who wish for information on the subject are referred to Hypr’s 
Religio Veterum Persarum ; PRipEAUX’s Connection ; WARBURTON’S Divine Legation ; BRY ANT’s 
Mythology ; The Universal History ; Str W. JonEs’s Works, vol. iii. p. 115; M. Du PERRon, and 
RICHARDSON’S Dissertation prefixed to his Persian and Arabic Dictionary. But whatever may become 
of the authority of the whole or part of the Zendayesta, and with whatever fables the History of the Reformer 
of the Magian religion may be mixed, the learned are generally agreed that such a reformation took place 
by his instrumentality. “ Zeratusht,” says Sir W. Jones, “reformed the old religion by the addition of 
genii or angels, of new ceremonies in the veneration shown to fire, of a new work which he pretended to 
have received from heaven, and, above all, by establishing the actual adoration of the Supreme Being,” 
and he further adds, “The reformed. religion of Persia continued in force till that country was conquered by 
the Musselmans; and without studying the Zend, we have ample information concerning it in the modern 
Persian writings of several who proféss it. Bahman always named Zeratusht with reverence; he was in 
truth a pure Theist, and strongly disclaimed any adoration of-the fire or othér elements, and he denied that 
the doctrine of two coeval principles, supremely good and supremely bad, formed any part of his faith.” 
“The Zeratusht of Persia or the Zoroaster of the Greeks,” says Richardson, “was highly celebrated by the 
most discerning people of ancient times; and his tenets, we are told, were most eagerly and rapidly embraced 


by the highest in rank, and the wisest men in the Persian empire.”’— Dissertation prefixed to his Persian 


Dictionary. He distinguished himself by denying that good and eyil, represented by light and darkness, 


were coeval, meson principles, and asserted the supremacy of the true God, in exact conformity with the 
doctrine contained in a part of that celebrated prophecy of Isaiah in which Cyrus is mentioned by name. 
“Tam the Lord, and there is none else, there is no God beside me,” no coeyal power. “TI form the light 
and. create darkness, Imake peace, or good, and create evil, I the Lord do all these things:? Fire. by 
Zerdushta, appears to have been used emblematically only, and the ceremonies for preserving and trans. 


acped ie introduced by him, were manifestly taken from the Jews, and the sacred fire of their tabernacle 
and temple, ‘ EM 
oa a PORT 


ss 
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_ The old religion of the Persians was corrupted by Sabianism or the worship of the.host of heaven, with 
its accompanying superstition. The Magian doctrine, whatever it might be at first, had degenerated, and 
two eternal principles, good and evil, had been introduced. It was therefore necessarily idolatrous also, and 
like all other false systems, flattering to the vicious habits of the people. So great an improvement in the 
‘moral character and influence of the religion of a whole nation as was effected by Zoroaster, a change 
which is not certainly paralleled in the history of the religion of mankind, can scarcely therefore be thought 
-possible, except we suppose a Divine interposition either directly, or by the occurrence of some very: 
impressive events.- Now as there are so many authorities for fixing the time of Zoroaster or Zeratusht not 
many years subsequent to the death of the great Cyrus, the events to which we have referred in the text are 
those, and indeed the only ones, which -will account for his success in that reformation of religion of which 


he was the author : for had not the minds.of men beem prepared for this change ty something extraordinary, ° 


-itis not supposable that they would have adopted a purer faith from him. That he gave them a better 


_ doctrine; is clear from the admissions of even Dean Prideaux,.who has very unjustly branded him as an 


impostor. Let it then be remembered, that as ‘“‘the Most High ruleth in the kingdoms of men,” he often 
overrules great political events for moral purposes. The Jews were sent into captivity to Babylon to be 
reformed from their idolatrous propensities, and their reformation commenced with: their calamity. A 


_ miracle was there wrought in favour of the three Hebrews confessors of one only God, and that under 


circumstances to put shame upon a popular idol in the presence of the king; and“ all the rulers of the 
provinces,” that the issue of this.controversy between Jehovah and idolatry might be made known through- 
out that vast empire.—Worship was refused to the idol by a few Hebrew captives, and the idol had “no 
power to punish the public affront:—the servants of Jehovah were cast into a furnace, and he delivered 
them unhurt; and a royal decree declared “that there was no god who could deliver after this sort? 


The provd monarch himself is smitten with a singular disease ;—he remains subject to it until he acknow-. 


ledges the true God; and, upon his recovery, he publicly ascribes to H1m both the justice and the mercy of 
the punishment. - This event takes place also in the accomplishment of a dream which none of the wise men 
of Babylon could interpret :. it was interpreted by Daniel, who made the fulfilment to redound to the honour 


~ of the true God, by aseribing to him the perfection of knowing the future, which none of the false gods, 


appealed to by the Chaldean sages, possessed; as the inability of their servants to interpret the dream 
sufficiently ees. After. these singular events, Cyrus takes Babylon, and he finds there the sage and the 
statesman, Daniel, the worshipper of the God “ ho creates both good and evil,” “ who makes the light and 
forms the darkness.” There is moral certainty, that he and the principal Persians throughout the empire 
would have the prophecy of Isaiah respecting Cyrus, delivered more than a hundred years before he was 
born, and in which his name stood recorded, along with the predicted circumstances of the caption of 
Babylon, pointed out to them; as every reason, religious and political, urged the Jews to make the prediction 
a matter of notoriety ; and from Cyrus’s decree in Ezra it is certain, that he was acquainted with it, because 


there is in the decree an obvious reference to the propheey. ‘This prophecy so strangely fulfilled would give — 


mighty force to the doctrine connected with it, and which it proclaims with so much majesty. 
“JT am JEHOVAH, and none else, 
Forming LIGHT, and creating DARKNESS, s 
Making PEACE, and creating EVIL, 
I JeEHOy AH am the author of all these things.” 
Lowth’s Translation. 


Here the great principle of corrupted Magianism was directly attacked ; and, in proportion as the fulfil- 
ment of the propheey was felt to be singular and striking, the doctrine blended with it would attract notice. 
Kis force was both felt and acknowledged, as we have seen in the decree of Cyrus for the rebuilding of the 
temple. In that, Cyrus acknowledged the true God to be swpreme, and thus renounced his former faith ; 
and the example, the public example of a prince so beloved, and whose reign was so extended, could not fail 
to influence the religious opinions of his people. That the effect did not terminate in Cyrus, we know; for 
from the book of Ezra, it appears that both Darius and ARTAXERXES made decrees in favour of the 
Jews, in which Jehovah has the emphatic appellation repeatedly given to him, “the God of heaven ;” the 
very terms used by Cyrus himself. Nor are we to suppose the impression confined to the court; for the 
history of the three Hebrew youths; of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream, sickness and reformation from idolatry ; 
of the interpretation of the handwriting on the wall by Daniel. the servant of the living God; of his deliver- 
ance from the lions; and the publicity of the prophecy of Isaiah respecting Cyrus, were too recent, too public, 
and too striking in their nature, not to be often and largely talked of. Besides, in the prophecy respecting 
Cyrus, the intention of Almighty God in recording the name of that monarch in an inspired book, and 
showing beforehand that he had chosen him to overturn the Babylonian empire, is expressly mentioned as 
having respect to two great objects, First, The deliyerance of Israel, andy Second, The making known his 
Supreme Divinity among the nations of the earth. 1 again quote Lowth’s Translation, 


“ For the sake of my servant Jacob 
And of Israel my chosen, 
I have even called thee by thy name, 
I have surnamed thee, though thou knewest me. not. 
Tam Jehovah, and none else, 
Beside me there is no God; 
I will gird thee, though thou hast not known me, 
That they may know, from the rising of the sun, 
And from the West, that there is NONE BESIDE ME ;” &. 


It was therefore intended by this proceeding on the part of Providence, to teach, not only Cyrus, but the 
people of his vast empire, and surrounding nations, First, that He was Jehovah, the self subsistent As 
eternal God; SECOND, That he was Gop ALONE, there being no Deity beside himself; and THIRD; hat 
good and evil, represented by light and darkness, were neither independent nor eternal subsistences; but his 
great instruments and under his control. ; 

The Persians who had so vastly extended their empire by the conquest of the countries formerly held by 
the monarchs of Babylon, were thus prepared for such a reformation of their religion a8 Zoroaster epee: 
Sa principles he advocated had been previously adopted by several of the Persian monarchs, and probably 

by many of the principal persons of that nation. Zoroaster himself thus became acquainted with the great 
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truths contained in this. famous prophecy, which attacked the very foundations of every idolatrous and ~ 
Manichean system. | From the other sacred books of the Jews who mixed with the Persians in every part 
of the empire, he evidently Iéarned more. This is sufficiently proved from the many points of similarity 
between his religion and Judaism, though he should not be allowed to speak so muchrin the style of the 
Holy Scriptures, as some passages in the Zendavesta would indicate. He found the people however “pre- 
pared of the Lord” to admit his:reformations, and he carried them. I cannot but look upon this as one 
instance of several merciful dispensations of God to the Gentile world, through his own peculiar people the 
Jews, by which the idolatries of the Heathen were often checked, and the light of truth rekindled among 
them. In this view the ancient Jews evidently considered the Jewish Church as appointed not to pre- 
serve only but to extend true religion. “ God be merciful to us and bless us, that thy ways may _e known 
upon earth, thy saving health unto all nations.” This renders Pagan nations more evidently “ without 
excuse.” That this dispensation of mercy was afterward neglected among the Persians, is certain. How ~ 
long the effect continued we know-not, nor‘how widely it spread ; ethers Yonger and wider than may now 
distinctly appear. If the Magi, who camé from the Hast to seek Christ, were Persians, some true worship- 
ars of God would appear to have remained in Persia to that day ; and if, as is probable, the prophecies of 
saiah and Daniel were retained among them, they might be among those who “waited for redemption” not 
at Jerusalem, but in a distant part of the world. The Parsees, who were nearly extirpated by Mohammedan 
fanaticism, were charged by their oppressors with the idolatry of fire, and this was probably true of the 
gnultitude. Some of their writers however warmly defended themselves against the charge. A considerable 
‘number of them remain in India to this day, and profess to have the books of Zoroaster. 

This note contains a considerable digression, but its connection with the argument in the text is obvious. 
He who rejects the authority of the Scriptures will not be influenced by what has been said of the prophecies 
of Isaiah, or the events of the life of Daniel; but still it is not to be denied that whilst the Persian empire 
remained, a Persian moral philosopher who taught sublime doctrines flourished, and that his opinions had 
great influence. The connection of the Jews and Persians is an undeniable matter of historic fact. The 
tenets ascribed to Zoroaster bear the marks of Jewish origin, because they are mingled with some of the 
peculiar rites and circumstances of the Jewish Temple. _From this source the theology of the Persians 
received improvements in correct and influential notions of Deity especially, and was enriched with the 
history and doctrines of the Mosaic records. The affairs of the Greeks were so interwoven with those of 
the Persians, that the sages of Greece could not be ignorant of the opinions of Zertushta, known to them by 
the name of Zoroaster, and from this school some of their best notions were derived. 


4 


Note C.—Page 20, 


¥ TuE greatest corruptions of religion are to be traced to superstition, and to that vain and bewildering 
habit of philosophizing which obtained among the ancients. Superstition was the besetting sin of the igno- 
rant, vain speculation of the intelligent. Both sprung from the vicious state of the heart; the expression 
was different, but the effect the same. The evil probably arose in Egypt, and was largely improved upon 
by the philosophers of Greece and India. Systems, hypotheses, cosmogonies, &c, are all the work of 
philosophy ; and the most subtle and bewildering errors, such as the eternity of matter, the metempsychosis, 
the absorption of the human soul at death, &c, have sprung from them. Ancient wisdom, both religious and 
moral, was contained in great principles, expressed in maxims, without affectation of systematic relation and 
arrangement, and without any deep research into reasons and causes. The moment philosophy attempted 
this, the weakness and waywardness of the human mind began to display themselves. Theories sprung up 
jn succession; and confusion and contradiction at length produced skepticism in all, and in many matured it 
into total unbelief. The. speculative habit affected at once the opinions of ancient Africa and Asia; and, 
in mae: the philosophy of Egypt and Greece remains to this day, ripened into its full bearing of delete- 
rious fruit. 

The similarity of the Greek and modern Asiatic systems is indeed a very curious subject; for in the latter 

is exhibited at this day the philosophy of Paganism, while in other places false religion is seen only or 
chiefly in its simple form of superstition. The coincidence of the Hindoo and Greek mythology has been 
‘ape by Sir W. Jones; and his opinions on this subject are strongly confirmed by the still more striking 
coincidence in the doctrines of. the Hindoo and Grecian philosophical sects. ‘The period,” says Mr. 
Ward. (View of the History of the Hindoos, §c,) “when the most eminent of the Hindoo philosophers 
‘flourished, is still involved in much obscurity ; but the apparent agreement in many striking particulars 
between the Hindoo and the Greek systems of philosophy, not only suggests the idea of some union in their 
origin, but strongly pleads for their belonging to one age, notwithstanding the unfathomable antiquity claimed 
iby the Hindoos; and after the reader shall have compared the two systems, the author is persuaded he will 
not consider the conjecture as improbable, that Pythagoras and others did really visit India, or that Goutumu 
and Pythagoras were contemporaries, or nearly so.”—Vol. 4. 
5 ae any of the subjects discussed among the Hindoos were the very subjects which excited the disputes 
in the Greek academies, such as the eternity of matter, the first cause; God the soul of the world; the 
doctrine ofatoms; creation; the nature of the ods; the doctrines of fate, transmigration, successive revolu- 
tions of worlds, absorption into the Divine Being,” &c.—Ibid. page 115... 

Mr. Ward enters at large into this coincidence in his Introductory Remarks to his fourth volume, to 
which the reader is referred. It shall only be observed, that those. speculations, and subtle arguments just 
mentioned, both in the Greek and Asiatic branches of Pagan philosophy, gave birth to absolute Atheism. 
Several of the Greek philosophic. sects, as is well known, were professedly atheistic. Cudworth enumerates 
four forms assumed by this Species of unbelief. The same principles whieh distinguish their sects may be 
— in several of those of the Hindoos, and above all the atheistical syste of Budhoo branched off from 
the vain philosophy of the Brachminicalschools, and has extended farther than Hindooism itself. The 
reason of all this is truly given by Bishop Warburton, as to: the Greeks, and it is equally applicable to the 
Acai philosophy of the present day, which is so clearly one and the same, and also to many errors which 
pei crept into the Church of Christ itself ‘The philosophy of the Greeks,” he observes, led to unbelief, 

ecause it was above measure refined and speculative, and used to be determined by metaphysical rather 
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i tan CHAPTER ‘VI. 
The Necessity of Revelation ;—State of Religious Knowledge among the Heathen. 


_ SrveRaL presumptive arguments have been offered in favour of the opinion, that Almighty 
“God in his goodness has made an express revelation of his will to mankind. They have 
‘een drawn from the fact, that we are moral agents, and therefore under a law or rule of 
conduct—from the consideration that no law can be binding till made known, or at least 
rendered cognizable by those whom ‘it is intended te govern—from the inability of the 
generality of men to collect any adequate information on moral and religious subjects by - 
processes of induction—from the insufficiency of reason, even-in the wisest, to make any satis- 
factory discovery of the first principles of religion and duty—from the want of all authority 
and influence in such discoveries, upon the majority of mankind, had a few minds of superior 
order and with more favourable opportunities been capable of making them—from the fact 
that no such discovery was ever made by the wisest of the ancient sages, inasmuch as the 
truths they held were in existence before their day, even in the earliest periods of the patri- 
archal ages—and from the fact, that whatever truths they collected from early tradition, or from 
the descendants of Abraham, mediately or immediately, they so corrupted under the pretence 
of improving them, (9) as to destroy their harmony and moral influence, thereby greatly 
weakening the probability that moral truth was ever an object of the steady and sincere. 
pursuit of men. To these presumptions in favour of an express revelation, written, preserved 
with care, and appointed to be preached and published under the authority of its author, for the 
benefit of all, wise or unwise, we may add the powerful presumption which is afforded by the 
necessity of the case. ‘This necessity of.a revelation is to be collected, not only from what has 
been advanced, but from the state of moral and religious knowledge and practice, in. those 
countries where the records which profess to contain the Mosaic and the Christian revelations 
have been or are still unknown. : 

The necessity of immediate divine instruction was acknowledged by many of the wisest 
and most inquiring of the Heathen, under the conviction of the entire inability of man unas- 
sisted by God to discover truth with certainty,—so greatly had the primitive traditional 
revelations been obscured by errors before the times of the most ancient of those sages among 
the Heathen whose writmgs have in whole or in. part been transmitted to us, and so little 
confidence had they in themselves to separate truth from error, or to say, “This is true, and. 
that false.’ And as the necessity of an express and authenticated revelation was acknow- 
ledged, so it was publicly exhibited, because on the very first principles of religion anid morals, 
there was either entire ignorance, or no settled and consonant opinions, even among the 
wisest of mankind themselves. (1) 

Some proofs of this have already been adduced ; but the importance of the subject requires 
that. they. should be enlarged. : ee 

Though the belief of one Supreme Being has been found in many parts of the world, yet 
the notion of subordinate deities, the immediate dispensers of good and evil to men, and the 
objects of their fear and worship, has almost equally obtained; and this of necessity destroyed 
or greatly counteracted the moral influence of that just opinion, 


(9) Plato, in his Epinominis, acknowledges that the Greeks learncd many things from the Barbarians, 
though he asserts, that they improved, what they thus borrowed, and made it better, especially in what 
related to the worship of the Gods.—Plat. Oper. p. 703. Edit. Ficin. Lugd. 1590. 

(1) Plato, beginning his discourse of the Gods and the generation of the world, cautions his disciples “ not 
to expect any thing beyond a likely conjecture concerning these things.” Cicero, referring to the same 
subject, says, “ Latent ista omnia crassis occulta et cireumfusa tenebris, all these things are involved in 
deep obscurity.” 

The following passage from the same author may be recommended to the consideration of modern exalters 
of the power of unassisted reason. ‘The treasures of the philosophy of past ages were poured at his feet, and 
he had studied every branch of human wisdom, with astonishing industry and acuteness, yet he observes, 
Quod si tales nos natura ‘genuisset, ut eam ipsam intueri, et perspicere, eademque optima duce cursum 
vite conficere possemus ; haud erat sane quod quisquam rationem, ac doctrinam requireret. Nunc parvulos 
nobis dedit igniculos, quos celeriter malis moribus, opinionibusque depravati sic restinguimus, ut nusquam 
nature lumen appareat. If we had come into the world in such circumstances, as that we could clearly and 
distinctly have discerned nature herself, and have been able in the course of our lives to follow her true and 
uncorrupted directions, this alone might have been sufficient, and there would have been little need of 
teaching and instruction; but now nature has given us only some small sparks of right reason, which we 
80 gurekty extinguish with corrupt opinions and evil practices, that the true light of nature nowhere appears.” 
—Tusc. Quest. 3. : : 

The same author, Tusc. Quest. 1, having reckoned ‘up the opinions of philosophers as fo the soul’s 
immortality, concludes thus, “ Harum sententiarum que vera est Deus aliquis viderit, que verisimillima 
est, magna questio est. Which of these opinions is true, some god must tell us; which is most like truth, 
isa great question.” Jamblicus, speaking of the principles of divine worship, saith: “ It is manifest that 
those things are to be done which are pleasing to God; but what they are, it is not easy to know, except a 
man were taught them by God himself, or by some person who had received them from God, or obtained 
the knowledge of them by some divine means,”—Jamb. in Vit. Pythag. c. 28. 
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“The people generally among the Gentiles,” says Dr. Tenison, “did rise little higher than 
the objects of sense. 'Th¢y worshipped them each as supreme in their kind, or no otherwise 
unequal than the sun, and the moon, or the other celestial bodies, by the adoration of which 
the ancient idolaters, as Job intimateth, denied (or excluded) the God that is above. Porphyry 
himself, one of the most plausible apologists for the religion of the Gentiles, doth own in some 


- the most gross and blockish idolatry of mean objects. He tells us that it is not a matter of 


which we should be amazed, if most ignorant men esteemed wood and stones divine statues ; 
seeing they who are unlearned, look upon monuments which have inscriptions upon them 
as ordinary stones and regard books as so many bundles of paper.” (2) 

The modern idolatry of Hindostan, which in principle differs nothing from that of the 
ancient world, affords a striking comment upon this point, and indeed is of great importance 
in enabling us to conceive justly of the true character_and practical effects of idolatry im all 
ages. One Supreme Being is acknowledged by the Hindoos, but they never worship him, 
nor think that he concerns himself with human affairs at all. i 

“The Hindoos believe in one God, so completely abstracted in his own essence however, ' 
that in this state he is emphatically the unknown, and is consequently neither the object of 
hope, nor of fear; he is even destitute of intelligence, and remaims in a state of profound 
- repose.” (3 : . *. 

Me This ting» says Moore, (4) “is called Brahm, one eternal mind, the self-existing, 
incomprehensible Spirit. ‘To him, however, the Hindoos erect no altars. ‘The objects of 
ther adoration commence with the triad,—Brahma, Vishnu, and Seva, which represent the 
almighty powers of creation, preservation, and destruction”? —__ 

The learned among the classic Heathen, it is true, occasionally speak nobly concerning God 
and his attributes; but at the same time they were led by their own imaginations and 
reasonings to conclusions, which neutralize the effect of their sublimer conceptions and often 
contradict them. ‘The eternity of matter, for instance, was held by the Greek and Roman 
philosophers and by their preceptors in the Oriental schools, who thought it absolutely 
impossible that any thing should be produced from nothing, thus destroying the notion of 
creation in its proper'sense, and of a Supreme Creator. This opinion, as Bishop’ Stillingfleet 
shows, (5) is contrary to the omnipotence and independence of God, and is a great abatement 
of those correct views which the words of the ancient philosophers would seem sometimes to 

_ express. (6) 

tt had another injurious effect ; it destroyed the interesting doctrine of Divine government 
as to those natural evils to which men are subject. These they traced to the unchangeable 
and eternal nature of matter, which even the Supreme God could not control. Thus Seneca 
says, (7) “that evil things happen to good men, quia non potest Artifer mutare materiam, 
because God the Artificer could not change matter; and that a magno Artifice multa formantur 
prava, many things were made ill by the great Artificer; not that he wanted art, but through. 
the stubbornness of matter,” in which they generally agree. This opinion of theirs was 
brought from the Oriental schools, where it had been long received; nor was it confined to 
Egypt and Chaldea. It was one of the dogmas which Confucius taught in China in the fifth 
century before Christ, that out of nothing that which is cannot be produced, and that material 
bodies must have existed from all eternity. From this notion it follows, that there is no 
calamity to which we are not liable, and that God ‘himself is unable to protect us from it. 
Prayer is useless, and trust in him is absurd. 'The noble doctrine of the infliction of misery 
by a wise and gracious Being for our correction and jmprovement, so often dwelt upon in 
Seripture, could have no place in a. system which nidunitted this tenet; God could neither be 
“a refuge in trouble,” nor a Father “correcting us for our profit, that we might be partakers 
of his holiness.” What they knew of God. was therefore, by such speculations, rendered 
entirely unprofitable. 


. Discourse on Idolatry, p. 50. 

3) Ward’s Hindoo Mythology, vol. 2; p. 306. (4) Hindoo Pantheon, p. 132. 

8 Origines Sacre, 1. 3, c. 2. ; 

6) When we meet with passages in the writings of Heathens which recommend moral virtues, and 
speak in a fit and becoming manner of God, we are apt from our more ‘elevated kmowledge of these subjects 
to attach more correct and precise ideas to the terms used, than the original writers themselves, and to give 
them credit for better views than they entertained. It is one proof, that though some of them speak, for 
instance, of God seeing and knowing all things, they did not conceive of thé omniscience of God in the 
manner in which that attribute is explained by those who haye learned what God is from his own words; 
that some of the Pagan philosophers who lived after the Christian era, complain that the Christians had 
introduced a very troublesome and busy God, who did “ in omniwm mores, actus, omnium verba denique, 
et occultas cogitationes diligenter inquirere, diligently inquire into the manners, actions, words, and secret 
thoughts of all men.” Cicero, too, denies the foreknowledge of God, and forthe same reason which has 
been urged against it in modern times by some who, for the time at least, have closed their eyes upon the 
testimony of the Scriptures on this point, and-been willing in order to serve a favourite theory, to go back to 
the obscurity of Paganism. The difficulty with him is, that prescience is inconsistent with contingency, 
Mihi ne in Deum cadere videatur ut sciat quid casu et fortuito futurum sit; si enim ‘scit, certe illud 


peaniet ; s ant eveniet, nulla fortuna est; est autem fortuna, rerum ergo fortuitarum nulla presensio est. 
~—~De Fato. n. 12, 13. 


(7) De Provid. cap. 5. x 
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But a worse consequence resulted from this opinion. By some.of them the necessary 
obliquity and perverseness of matter was regarded not only as the source of natural but also 
of moral evil; by which they either made sin necessary and irresistible, or found in this 
opinion much to ‘palliate it. 

Others refer moral evil to a natural principle of evil, an evil god, “ emulous of the good God,” 


which Plutarch says, (8) is a tradition of great antiquity, derived “from the divines ex 


Beohoywv and lawgivers to the poets and philosophers, whose first author cannot be found.” 
But whether natural and moral evil be traced to an eternal and uncontrollable matter, or to 
an eternal and independent anti-god, it is clear that the notion of a Supreme Deity, as 
contained in the Scriptures, and as conceived of by modern Theists, who have borrowed 
their light from them, could have no existence'in such systems; and that by making moral 
evil necessary, men were taught to consider it as a misfortune rather than a crime, and were 
thus in fact encouraged to commit it by regarding it as unavoidable. - } 

Tn like manner, though occasionally we find many excellent things said of the providence 
of God, all these were weakened or destroyed by other opinions. The Epicurean sect denied 
the doctrine, and laid it down as a maxim, “that what was blessed and immortal gave neither 
any trouble to itself nor to others;” a notion which exactly agrees with the system of the 


' modern Hindoos. “ According to the doctrine of Aristotle, God resides in the celestial 


sphere, and observes nothing and cares for nothing beyond himself. Residing in the first 
sphere, he possesses neither immensity nor omnipresence ;far removed from the inferior parts 
of the universe, he is not even a spectator of what is passing among its inhabitants.”(9) The 
Stoies contended for a providence, but in their creed 1t was counteracted by the doctrine of an 
absolute necessity, or fate, to which God and matter, or the universe, which consists, as they 
thought, of both, was immutably subject; and where they allow it, they confine the care of 
the Gods to great affairs only. ? B 

The Platonists and the followers of Pythagoras believed that all things happened cara Serav 
wpovo.av, according to Divine providence; but this they overthrew by joining fortune with God. 
“God, fortune, and opportunity,” says Plato, “govern all the affairs of men.” (1) 

To them also there were “Lords many and Gods many: and wherever Polytheism is 
admitted, it is as destructive of the doctrine of providence as fate, though by a different 
process. The Fatalist makes all things fixed and certain, and thus excludes government; the 


Polytheist gives up the government of the world to innumerable opposing and contrary wills, 
and thus makes every thing uncertain. If the favour of one deity be propitiated, the wrath 


of another, equally or more powerful, may be provoked; or the gods may quarrel among 
themselves. Sueh is the only providence which can be discovered in-the Iliad of Homer, and 
the Aéneid of Virgil,. poems which unquestionably embody the popular belief of the times in 
which they were written. The same confused and contradictory management of the affairs 
of men, we see in all modern idolatrous systems, only that with length of duration they 
appear to have become more oppressive and distracting. Where so many deities are essen- 
tially malignant and cruel to men; where demons are. supposed to have power to afilict and 
to destroy at pleasure ; and where aspects of the stars, and the screams of birds, and other 
ominous circumstances, are thought to have an irresistible influence upon the fortunes of life, 
and the occurrences of every day; and especially where, to crown the whole, there is an utter 
ignorance of one supreme controlling Infinite Mind, or his existence is denied; or he who is 
capable of exercising such a superintendence as might render him the object of hope, is sup- 
posed to be totally unconcerned with human affairs; there can be no ground of firm trust, no 
settled hope, no permanent consolation. Timidity and gloom tenant every bosom, and in 
many instances render life a burden. (2) 

Another great principle of religion is the doctrine of a future state of rewards and punish- 
ments; and though in some form it is recognised in Pagan systems, and the traditions of the 
primitive ages may be traced in their extravagant perversions and fables; its evidence was 
either greatly diminished, or it was mixed up with notions entirely subversive of the moral 
effect which it was originally intended to produce. 

Of the ancient Chaldean philosophy, not much is known. In its best state it contained 
many of the principles of the patriarchal religion; but at length, as we find from Scripture, it 
degenerated into the doctrine of judicial astrology, which is so nearly allied to fatalism, as to 
subvert the idea of the present life being a state of probation, and the future a state of just 
and gracious rewards and punishments. 


(8) De Isid. et Osir.—Dr. Cudworth thinks that Plutarch has indulged in an overstrained assertion: but 
the confidence with which the philosopher speaks is at least a proof of the great extent of this opinion. 
ey Enfield’s History of Philosophy, lib. ii, cap. 9. (1) De Leg. lib. 4. L 
2) The testimony of Missionaries who see the actual effects of Paganism in the different countries where 
they labour, is particularly valuable. On the point mentioned in the text, the Wesleyan Missionaries thus 
speak of the state of the Cingalese :—' We feel ourselves incapable of giving you a full view of the deplora- 
ble state of a people, who believe that all things are governed by chance; who find malignant gods, or devils, 
in every planet, whose influence oyer mankind they consider to be exceeding great, and the agents who 
inflict all the evil that men suffer in the world. A people so circumstanced need no addition to their miseries, 
but are objects toward which Christian pity will extend itself, as far as the voice of their case can reach, 
They are literally, through fear of death, or malignant demons, all their lifetime subject to bondage.” 


? 
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a ient writers differ as to the opinions of the learned of Egypt on the hurten soul. 
‘Diodorus Siculus says, they believed its immortality, and the future existence of the just 
among the Gods. Herodotus ascribes to them the doctrine of transmigration, Both may be 
reconciled. The former doctrine was the most ancient, the latter was induced by that pro- 
gress. of error which we observe among all nations. Another subtle notion grew up with it, 
which infected the philosophy of Greece, and, spreading throughout Asia, has done more to 
destroy the moral effect of a belief in the future existence of man, than any other. “This was, 
“that God is the soul of the world,” from which all human spirits came, and to which ney 
will return, some immediately, and others through long courses of transmigration. The doc- 
trine of ancient revelation of which this was a subtle and fatal perversion is obvious. The 
Sar pte account-is, that the human soul was from God by creation ; ‘the refinement of Pagan. 
philosophy, that it is from him by emanation, or separation. of essence, and still remains a 
separate portion of God, seeking its return to him. With respect to the future, revelation 
always taught, that the souls of the just return to God at death, not to lose their individuality, 
but to be united to him in holy and delightful communion; the philosophic perversion was, 
‘that the parts so separated from God, and connected for a time with matter, would be reunited 
to the great source by refusion, as a drop of water tothe ocean. (3) ‘Thus philosophy refined 
upon the doctrine of immortality until it converted it into annihilation itself, for so it 1s in the 
most absolute sense as to distinct. consciousness and personality. The prevalence of this 
notion under different modifications is indeed very remarkable. = A 
Bishop Warburton proves that ii opine hela t merely by the Atheistical and 
Skeptical sects among the Greeks, but by what he calls the Philosophic Quaternion of dogmatic 
Theists, the four renowned Schools, the Prruacoric, the PLarontc, the PeripatEric, and 
the Store; and on this ground argues, that though they taught the doctrine of future rewards — 
and punishments to the populace, as a means of securing their obedience to the laws, they 
themselves did not believe what ‘they propagated; and in this he was doubtless correct. 
‘With future reward and punishment, in the proper and a received sense in all ages, 
this notion was entirely-incompatible. He observes, “ And that the reader may not suspect 
these kind of phrases, that the soul is part of God, discerpted from him, of his naturé, which 
erpetually occur in. the writings of the ancients, to be only highly figurate expressions, and 
Tot to be measured by the severe standard of metaphysical propriety he is-desired to take 
notice of one consequence drawn from this principle, and universally held by antiquity, which 
was this, that the soul was eternal & parte ante, as well as d@ parte post, which the Latins well 
express by the word sempiternus. But when the ancients are said: to hold the pre and post 
ewistence of the soul, and therefore to attribute a proper eternity to it, we must not suppose 
that they understood it to be eternal in its ‘distinct and peculiar existence; but: that it was’ 
discerpted from the substance of God in time, and would in time be rejoined and resolved into 
it again; which they explained by.a bottle’s being filled with sea water, that swimming there 
awhile, on the bottle’s breaking, flowed in again, and mingled with the common mass. They 
only differed about the time of this reunion and resolution, the greater part holding it to be at 
death; but the Pythagoreans, not till after many transmigrations. The Platonists went 
between these two opinions, and rejoined pure and unpolluted souls, immediately on death, 
to the universal Spirit. But those which had contracted much defilement, were sent into a 
Succession of other bodies to purge and purify them before they returned to their parent 
substance.” _ . > <7 
Some learned men have denied the.consequence which Warburton wished to establish from 
these premises, and consider the resorption of these sages as figurative, and consequently 
compatible with dictinct consciousness and individuality. 'The researches, however, since 
that time made into the corresponding philosophy of the Hindoos, bear this acute and learned 
man out to the full length of his conclusion. “God, as: separated from matter, the Hindoos 
contemplate as a being reposing in his own happiness, destitute of ideas; as infinite placidity ; 
as an unruffied sea of bliss; as being perfectly abstracted and void of consciousness. They 
therefore deem it the height of perfection to be like this being. The person whose very 
nature, say they, is absorbed in divine meditation ; whose life is like a-sweet sleep, uncon- 
scious and undisturbed ; who does not even desire God, and who-is changed into the image 
of the ever-blessed, obtains absorption into Brumhu.” (4) And that this doctrine of absorp- 
tion is taken literally is proved, not merely by the terms in which it is expressed, though 
these are sufficiently unequivocal; but by its being opposed by ‘some of the followers of 
Vishnoo, and by a few also of their philosophers. Mr. Ward quotes Jumudugnee. as an 
exception to the common opinion: He says, “The idea of losing a distinct existence by 
absorption, as a drop is lost in the ocean, is abhorrent. It is pleasant to feed on sweetmeats, 
but no one wishes to be the sweetmeat itself” So satisfactorily is this point made out against 
the “wisdom of this world ;”—by it the world neither knew. God nor man. 
Another notion equally extensive and equally destructive of the original doctrines of the 


_ @) “Interim tamen vix ulli fuere (que humane mentis caligo, atque imbecillitas est,) qui non inciderint 
in errorem illum de refusione in-Animam mundi. Nimirum, sicut existimarunt singulorum ahimas par- 
ticulas esse anime mundane quarum quelibet suo corpore, ut aqua vase, effluere, ac anime mundi, equa 
deducta fuerit, iterum uniri.—GAssENDI Animadv. in Lib. 10, Diog. Laertii, p. 550, 

(4) Ward’s View of the Hindoos, 8yo, vol, ii, p..177-8, 
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aehoriiy of the human soul, and a state of future rewards and punishments, which Spree 
up in the Egyptian schools, and was from thence transmitted into Greece, India, and through- 
out all Asia, was that of a periodical'destruction and renovation of all things. “They con- | 

ceived,” says Diodorus Siculus, “that the universe undergoes a periodical conflagration, after 

which all things were to be restored to their primitive form, to pass again through a similar 

“snecession of changes.” “The primitive tenet, of which this was a corruption, is also evident ; 

and it affords another singular instance’ of the subtlety and mischief of that spirit of error 
ae operated with so much activity in early-times, that the doctrine of the destruction of 

orld, and the consequent termination of the probationary state of the human race 

aratory to the general judgment, an awful and most salutary revelation, should haye 

mn. So wrought into philosophic theory, and so surrounded with poetic embellishment, as to 

* engage the intellect, and to attract the imagination, only the more effectually to destroy the 

great moral of a doctrine which was not denied, and covertly to induce an entire unbelief in 
the eternal future existence of man. shits af ae e 

As the Stoies held that all inferior divinities and human souls were portions separated 
from the soul of the world, and would return into -the first celestial fire, so they supposed, 
that at the same time the whole visible world would be consumed in one general conflagra- 
tion. . Then,” says Seneca, “after an interval the world will be entirely renewed, every 
animal will be reproduced, and a race of men free from guilt will repeople the earth. 
Degeneracy and corruption are however to creep in again, and the same process is to'go on 
for fa (5) This too is the Brahminical notion: ‘The Hindoos are taught to believe that 
at the end of every Calpa (creation or formation) all things are absorbed in the Deity, and at 

-a stated time the creative power will again be called into action.” (6) And though the system 

~ of the Budhists denies a creator, it holds the same species of revolution. “They are of opinion 
that the universe is eternal, at least they neither know it had a beginning, or will have an 
end; that it is homogeneous and composed of an infinite number of similar worlds, each of 
which is a likeness of the other, and each of which is in a constant state of alteration,—not 
stationary for a moment,—at the stant of greatest perfection beginning to decline, and at 
the moment of greatest chaotic ruin beginning to regenerate. They compare such changes to 
a wheel in motion perpetually going round.” (7) at ; 

But other instances. of darkness and error among even civilized Heathens respecting the 
human soul and 2 future state, are not wanting; for it is a faet which ought never to be lost 
sight of in these inquiries, that among Pagans, Opinions on these subjects have never been 
either certain orrational; and.that error once received has in no instance been exchanged for 
truth; but has gone on multiplying itself, and assuming an infinite variety of forms. | : 

The doctrine of Aristotle and the Peripatetics gives no countenance to the opinion of the 
soul’s immortality, or even of its existence after déath. Democritus and his followers taught, 
that the soul is material and mortal; Heraclitus, that when the soul is purified from moist 
vapours, it returns into the soul of the universe; if not, if perishes: Epicurus and his follow- 
ers, that “when death is, we are not.” The leading men amorsz the Romans, when philosophy 
was introduced among them, followed the various Greek sects. We have seen the uncer- 
tainty of Cicero. (8) Pliny declares, that “non magis a morte sensus ullus aut anima aut 
corport quam anie natalem, the soul and body have no more sense after death, than before we 
were born.” (9) Cesar, “that beyond death, there is neque cure neque gaudio locum, neither 
place for care or joy.” (1) Seneca in his 102d Epistle speaks of a divine part within us, which 
joins us to the Gods; and tells Lucilius, “that the day which he fears as his last eterni nalalis 
est, is the birth-day of eternity ;” but then he says, ‘he was willing to hope it might be so, on 
the account of some great men, rem gratissimam promittentium magis quam probantium, who 
promised what they could not prove ;” and on other occasions he speaks out plainly, and says 
that death makes us incapable of good or evil. The poets, it is true, spoke of a future state of 
rewards and punishments; they had the joys of Elysium and the tortures of Tartarus; but 
both philosophers and poets regarded them as vulgar fables. ‘Virgil does not hide this, and 


* 


5) Ep. 9. (6) Moore’s Hindoo Pantheon. (7) Dr. Davey’s Account of Ceylon. ; 
_ (8) From the philosophical works of Cicero it may be difficult to collect his own opinions, as. he chiefly 
occupies himself in explaining those, of others; but in his Epistles to his friends, when, as Warburton 
observes, we see the man divested of the politician and the sophist, he professes his disbelief of a future state 
in the frankest manner. Thus in Lib. 6, Epis. 3, to Torquatus, written in order to console him in the unfor- 
tunate state of the affairs of their party, he observes: “Sed heec consolatio levis est; illa gravior, qua te utt 
spero; egocerte utor. Nec enim dum ero, angar ulla re, cum omni vacem culpa ; et si non ero, sensu omnino 
carebo, But there is another and a far higher consolation, which I hope is your support, as it certainly is 
mine. For so long as I shall preserve my innocence, I will never while I exist be anxiously disturbed at 
any event that may happen; and if J shall cease to exist, all sensibility must cease with me.” 4 

Similar expressions are found in his letters to Toranius, to Lucius Mescinius, and others, which those 
who wish to proye him a believer in the soul’s immortality endeavour to account for by supposing that he 
aecommodated his sentiments to the principles of his friends. A singular solution, and one which scarcely 
can be seriously adopted, since in the above cited passage he so strongly expresses what is his own opinion, 
and hopes that his friend takes refuge in the same consolation. It may be allowed that Cicero alternated 
between unbelief and doubt ; but never I think between doubt and certainty. ‘The last was a point to which 
he never seems to have reached. ' 

(9) Nat. Hist. lib, 7, cap. 55. (1) Sallust. De Bello Catil. sec. 5. 
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numerous quotations of the same import might be given both from him and others of their 
‘poets, ate 
’ “Felix qui potuit rerum cognoscere causas ; . / 


- 


Atque metus omnes et inexorabile fatum <n . 
Subjecit pedibus, strepitumque Acherontis avari !’— Georg. 2, 1. 490, &e: 
Happy the man, whose vigorous soul can pierce 


Through the formation of this Universe, ‘ — 

Who nobly dares despise with soul sedate bs | 

The din of Acheron, and vulgar fears and fate. ; f 
WARTON. 


Nor was the skepticism and unbelief of the wise and great long kept from the vulgar, among 
whom they wished to maintain the old superstitions as instruments by which they might be 
controlled. Cicero complains, that the common people in his day mostly followed the doctrine 
of Epicurus. : ; ; 
ai then these erroneous and mischievous views concerning God, Providence, and a future 
state, or the total denial of all of them, are found to have resulted from the rejection or loss of 
the primitive traditions; and farther as it is clear that such errors are totally:subversive of the 
fundamental principles of morals and religion, and afford, inducement to the commission of 
every species of crime without remorse, or fear of punishment ; the necessity of a republication 
of these great doctrines in an =e and authentic manner, and of institutions for teaching 
and enforcing them upon all ranks of men, is evident; and whatever proof may be adduced 
for the authentication of the Christian revelation, it can never be pretended, that a revelation 
to restore these great principles was not called for Dei actual condition of man; and, in. 
a 


proportion to the necessity of the case, is the strength of the presumption that one has been. 
mercifully afforded. v : 


CHAPTER VII. 
The Necessity of Revelation :—State of Morals among the Heathen. 


Ir the necessity of a revelation may be argued from the confused, contradictory, and false 
notions of Heathen nations as to the principal doctrines of religion ; no less forcibly may the 
argument be pursued from the state of their morals both in knowledge and in practice. 

This argument is simple and obvious. If the nature, extent, and obligation of moral rules 
had become involved in great misapprehension and obscurity ; if what they knew of right and 
wrong wanted an enforcement andan authority which it could not receive from their respective 
systems; and if, for want of efficient counteracting religious principles, the general practice 
had become irretrievably vicious ;—a direct interposition of the Divine Beg was required 
for the republication of moral rules, and for their stronger enforcement. : 

The notions of all civilized Heathens on moral subjects, like their knowledge of the first. 
principles of religion, mingled as they were with thei superstitions, prove that both were 
derived from a common source. There was a substantial agreement among them in many 
questions of right and wrong ;, but the boundaries which they themselves acknowledged, were 
not kept up, and the rule was gradually lowered to tlft practice, though not in all cases so as 
entirely to efface the original communication. 

This is an important consideration, inasmuch as it indicates the transmission of both reli- 
gion and morals from the patriarchal system, and that both the primitive doctrines and their 
corresponding morals received early sanctions, the force of which was felt through succeeding 
ages. It shows too, that even the Heathen have always-been under a moral government. 
The laws of God have never been quite obliterated, though their practice has ever been below 
their knowledge, and though the law itself was greatly and wilfully corrupted through the 
influence of their vicious inclinations. ; 

This subject may perhaps be best illustrated by adverting to some of the precepts of the 
Second Table, which embodied the morals of the partriarchal ages, under a new sanction. Of 
the obligation of these, all Heathen nations have been sensible ; and yet,’ in all, the rule was 
perverted in theory, and violated in practice. “ze “32 

Morper has, in all ages and among all civilized and most savage Heathen nations also, 
been regarded as an atrocious erlme ; and yet the rule was so far accommodated to the violent 
and ferocious habits of men, as to fill every Heathen land with blood-guiltiness. The slight 
regard paid to the hfe of man im all Heathen countries, cannot have escaped the notice of 
reflecting minds, They knew the rwe; but the act, under its grosser and more deliberate 
forms only, was thought to violate it. Among the.Romans, men were murdered in their very 
pastimes, by being made to fight with wild beasts and with each other; and though this was: 
sometimes condemned as a “ spectaculum crudele et inhumanum,?. yet the passion for blood 
increased, and no war ever caused so great a slaughter as did the gladiatorial combats. They 
were at first confined to the funerals of great persons.’ The first show of this kind exhibited 
in Rome by the Bruti on the death of their father, consisted of three couples, but afterward 
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the number greatly increased. Julius Cesar presented 300 pairs of gladiators; and the 
Emperor Trajan, 10,000 of them for the entertainment of the people. Sometimes these horrid 
exhibitions, in which, as Seneca says, “‘Homo, sacra res, homo jam per lusum et jocum occidi- 
tur,” when the practice had attained its height, deprived Europe of 20,000 lives in one month. (2) 

This is further illustrated by the treatment of slaves, which composed so large a portion of 
the population of ancient states. (3) They knew and acknowledged the evil of murder, and 
had laws for its punishment ; but to this despised class of human beings they did not extend 
the rule; nor was killing them accounted murder, any. more than the killing of a beast. 
‘The master had absolute power of life, or death, or torture ; and their lives were therefore 
sacrificed in the most wanton manner. (4) ~~ 

By various sophistries suggested by their vices, their selfishness and their cruelty, the 
destruction of children also, under certain circumstances, ceased to be regardedas acrime. In 
‘many Heathen nations it was allowed to destroy the fetus in the womb; to strangle, or drown, 
or expose infants, especially if sickly or deformed; and that which in Christian states is 
considered as the most atrocious of crimes, was, by the most celebrated of ancient Pagan 

* nations, esteemed a wise and political expedient to rid the state of useless or troublesome 
members,and was even enjoined by some of their most celebrated sages and legislators. The 
same practice continues to this day in a most affecting extent, not only among uncivilized 
Pagans, but among the Hindoos and the Chinese. 

This practice of perverting and narrowing the extent of the holy law of God which had been 
transmitted to them, was exemplified also in the allowing or rather commending the practice 
of suicide. 

Doubtless, the primitive law against murder condemned also HaTreD and REVENGE. Our 
Lord restored it to its true meaning among the Jews; and that it was so understood even 
among the ancient Heathens, is clear from a placable and forgiving spirit being sometimes 
praised, and the contrary censured, by their sages, moralists, and poets. Yet not only was 
the rule violated almost universally in practice; but it was also disputed and denied in many 
of its applications by the authority of their wise and learned men; so that, as faras the 
authority of moral teachers went, a full scope was given for the indulgence of hatred, malice, 
and insatiate revenge. One of the qualities of the good man described by Cicero is, that he 
hurts no one, except he be injured himself. “Qui nemini nocet, nisi lacessitus injuria ;” and 
he declares as to himself, “ sic uleiscar facinora singula quemadmodum a quibusque sum provoca- 
tus : I will revenge all injuries, according as I am provoked by any ;” and Aristotle speaks of 
meekness as’ a defect, because the meek man will not avenge himself, and of revenge, as 
‘“avOowmtkorepov paddov, a more manly thing.” (5) 

“Thou shalt. not commit apuLTEeRy,” was another great branch of the patriarchal law, 
existing before the Decalogue, as appears from the sacred history. - It forbids uncleanness of 
every kind in thought and deed, and specially guards the sanctity of marriage: nor is there 
any precept more essential to public morals and to the whole train of personal, social, domestic, 
and national virtues. 

It is not necessary to bring detailed proof of the almost universal gross and habitual viola- 
tion of this sacred law in all Pagan nations, both ancient and modern, from its first stages 
down to crimes waga guow. This is sufficiently notorious to all acquainted with the history 
of the ancient and modern Pagan world ; and will not be denied by any. It is only requisite 
to show, that they had the law, and that it was weakened and corrupted, so as to render a 
republication necessary... 

« The public laws against adultery in almost all Heathen states, and the censures of moralists 
and satirists, are sufficiently in proof, that such a law was known ; and the higher the anti- 
quity of the times, the more respect we see paid to chastity, and the better was the practice. 
Nor was the act only considered by some of their moralists as sinful; but the thought and 
desire, as may be observed in passages both in Greek and Roman writers. But as to this 
vice too, as well as others, the practice lowered the rule; and the authority of one lawgiver 
and moralist being neutralized by another, license was given to unbounded offence. 

Divorce, formerly permitted only in cases of adultery, became at length a mere matter of 
caprice, and that both with Jews and Gentiles; and among the latter, adultery was chiefly 
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interpreted as the violation of the marriage covenant by the wife only, or by the man with a 
married woman, thus leaving the husband a. large license of vicious indulgence. To whoredom 
and similar vices, lawgivers, statesmen, philosophers, and moralists, gave the sanction of their 
opinions and their practice; which foul blot of ancient Heathenism continues to this day, to 
mark the morals of Pagan countries. (6) vii : : 
In most civilized states, the very existence of society and the natural selfishness of man, led: 
to the preservation of the ancient laws against raerr and RapPine, and to the due execution 
of the statutes made against them ; but, in this also, we see the same disposition to corrupt 
_. the original prohibition. It was not extended to strangers, or to foreign countries; nor was 
it generally interpreted to reach to any thing more than flagrant acts of violence. - Usury, 
extortion, and fraud, were rather regarded as laudatory acts, than as injurious to character ;, 
and so they continue to be esteemed wherever Christianity has not issued her authoritative 
laws against injustice in all its degrees. Throughout India, there is said to be scarcely such 

a thing as common honesty. 7 A 

Another great branch of morality is rRuTH ; but on the obvious obligation to speak it, we 
find the same laxity both of opinion and practice ; and inthis, Heathenism presents a striking - 
contrast to Christianity, which commands us “‘ to speak the truth one to another,” and denounces. 
damnation against him that “loves or makes a. lie.” i 

_ They knew, that “‘tollendum est ex rebus contrahendis omne mendacitum, (7) no lie was to be 

used in contracts ;” and that an honest man should do and speak nothing in falsehood and. 
with hypocrisy ; but they more frequently departed from this rule than enjomed it. The 
rule of Menander was, “a lie is better than a hurtful truth.” Plato says, “he may lie who 
knows how to do it in a fit season ;” and Maximus Tyrius, “ that there is nothing decorous in 
truth, but when it is profitable ;” and both Plato and the Stoics frame a jesuitical distinction 
between lying with the lips and in the mind. Deceit and falsehood have been therefore the 
character of all Pagan nations, and continue so to be to this day. This is the character of the 

Chinese, as given by the best authorities ; and of the Hindoos it is stated by the most respect~ 

able Europeans, not merely Missionaries, but by those who have long held official civil and 
fodicidt situations among them, that their disregard of truth is uniform and systematic. 

en discovered, it causes no surprise in the one party, or humiliation in the other.. Even 
when they have truth to tell, they seldom fail to bolster it up with some appended. false- 
hoods. (8) 

Nor can the force of the argument in favour of the necessity of a direct revelation of the 
will of God, by these facts be weakened by alleging, what is unhappily too. true,,. that where 
the Christian revelation has been known, great violations of all these rules have been commonly 
observed; for, not to urge the moral superiority of the worst of Christian States, in all of 
them the authority and sanction of religion is directed against vice ; whilst among Heathens 
their religion itself, having been corrupted by the wickedness of man, has become the great 
instrument of encouraging every species of wickedness. This circumstance so fully demon- 
strates the necessity of an interposition on the part of God to restore truth to the world, that it 
deserves a particular consideration. 


CHAPTER VII. : : 


«© 
The Necessity of Revelation :—Religions of the Heathen. — B 
Tuar the religions which have prevailed among Pagan nations have been destructive of 
morality, cannot be denied. b ‘ : 
How far the speculative principles which they embodied had this effect, has already been 
shown ; we proceed to their more direct influence. 


_ (6) Terence says of simple fornication, ‘ Non est scelus, adolescentulum scortari flagitium est.” The 
Spartans, through a principle in the institutions of Lycurgus, which controlled their ancient opinions on this 
subject, in certain prescribed cases, allowed adultery in the wife; and Plutarch, in his Life of Lycurgus 
mentioning these laws, commends them as being made “ gvorkws kat moduTeKws, according to nature and 
polity.” Callicratides, the Pythagorean, tells the wife, that she must’bear with her husband’s irregularities, 
since the Zao allows this to the man and not tothe woman. Plutarch speaks to the same purpose in severak 
places of his writings. On the other hand, some of the philosophers condemned adultery ; and, in many 
places, it was punished in the woman with death, inthe man with infamy. Still, however, the same 
vacillation of judgment, and the same limitations, of what they sometimes confess to be the ancient rule and 


custom, may be observed throughout ; but as far as the authority of philosophers went, it was chiefly on the 
side of vicious practice. . 


Cic. de Off. 1. iii, n. 81. ; - 

(8) “It is the business of all,” says Sir John Shore, “from the Ryot to the Dewan, to conceal and deceive. 
The simplest matters of fact are designedly covered with a-veil, which no human understanding can 
penetrate.” The prevalence of perjury is so universal, as to involve the judges in extreme perplexity. 
“The honest men,” says Mr. Strachey, “as well as the rogues, are perjured. Even where the real facta 
are sufficient to convict the offender, the witnesses against him must add others, often notoriously false, or 
utterly incredible, such as in Europe would wholly invalidate their testimony.” 
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The gloomy superstition which pervaded most of them, fostered ferocious and cruel dis- 

positions. — E ihe Bs 2 " ae 
The horrible practice of offering human sa crifices: prevailed throughout every region of the 
Heathen world, to a degree which is alu incredible ; and it still prevails in many populous 
countries where Christianity has not yet been made known. There are incontestable proofs 
of its having subsisted among the Egyptians, the Syrians, the Persians, the Pheenicians, and all 


the various nations of the East. It was one of the crying sins of the Canaanites, The contagion, 


spread over every part of Asia, Africa, and Europe. The Greeks and Romans, though less_ 
involved in this guilt than many other nations, were not altogether untainted with it. On great 


and extraordinary occasions, they had recourse to what was esteemed the most efficacious and. 
‘most meritorious sacrifice that could be offered to the gods, the effusion of human blood. (9) 


But among more, barbarous nations, this practice took a firmer root. The Scythians and . 


Thracians, the Gauls and the Germans, were strongly addicted to it; and our own island, 
under the gloomy and ferocious despotism of the Druids, was polluted with the religious ‘mur- 
der of its inhabitants. In the semi-civilized kingdoms on the Western side of Africa, as 
Dehomy, Ashantee, and others, many thousands fall-every year victims to superstition. In. 
America, Montezuma offered 20,060 victims yearly to the Sun ; and modern navigators have 
found the practice throughout the wholeextent of the vast Pacific Ocean. As for India, the 
cries of its abominable and cruel superstitions have been sounded repeatedly m the ears of the 
British public and its Leg 

lives fall-a sacrifice to idolatry in our Eastern dominions yearly ! (1) 


gislature; and, including infants and widows, not fewer than 10,000. 
ae? 


The influence of these practices in obdurating the heart, and disposing it to habitual cruelty, 


ie es be pointed out; but the religions of Paganism have been as productive of impurity 
as of blood. : mip : P 

The Floratia among the Romans were celebrated for four days together by the most shame- 
less actions; and their Mysteries in every country, whatever might be their original intent, 
became horribly corrupt. It was in the temples of many of their deities, and on their religious 
festivals, that every kind of impurity was most~practised; and this continues to the present 
‘day throughout all the regions of modern Paganism, (2) ~~ ree ees 

‘This immoral tendency of their religion -was confirmed and perfected by. the very-character 
and actions of their gods, whose names were perpetually in their mouths ; and whose murder- 
ous or obscene exploits, whose villanies and chicaneries, whose hatreds and strifes, were the 
subject of their popular legends; which made up in fact the only theology, if so it may be 
called, of the body of the people. That they should be better than their gods, was not to be 
expected, and worse they could not be. Deities with such attributes could not but corrupt, 
and be appealed to, not merely to excuse, but to sanctify the worst practices. (3) 

Let this argument then be summed up. ' 

All the leading doctrines on which religion rests, had either been corrupted by a grovelling 
and immoral superstition, among Heathen nations; or the philosophic speculations of their 
wisest men. had introduced principles destructive of man’s accountability and present and 
future hope. On morals themselves, the original rules were generally perverted, limited, or 
rejected; while the religious rites, and the legendary character of the deities worshipped, to 
the exclusion of the true God, gave direct incitement and encouragement to vice. ‘Thus the 
grossest ignorance on divine subjects universally prevailed; the learned were involved in 
inextricable perplexities ; and the unlearned received as truth the most absurd and monstrous 
fables, all of them however favourable to vicious indulgence. The actual state of morals also 
accorded with the corrupt religious systems and the lax moral principles which they adopted ; 
so that in every Heathen state of ancient times, the description of the Apostle Paul in the first 
chapter of Romans is supported by the evidence of their own historians and poets. ‘The same 
may also be affirmed of modern Pagan countries, whose moral condition may explain more 
fully, as they are now so well known through our intercourse with them, the genius and 
moral tendency of the ancient idolatries, with which those of India, and other parts of the 
East. especially, so exactly agree. j ; 2 

These are the facts. They affect not a small portion of mankind, but al}-who have not had 
the benefits of the doctrines and morals of the Holy Scriptures. There-re no exceptions from 
this of any consequence to the argument, though some difference +f the morals of Heathen 
states may be allowed. Where the Scriptures are unknown, tb<re is not, nor ever has been 
since the corruption of the primitive religion, a religious syStem which has contained just 


(9) Plutarch in the Lives of Themistocles, Marcellus, and Aristides.—Livy 1. 22, c. 57; Florus 1. 1, c. 13; 
Virg. Ain. x, 518, xi, 81. ‘ ae : f 
(1) See Maurice’s Indien Antiquities ; the writings of Dc. Claudius Buchanan; Ward on the Hindoos ; 
Dubois on Hindoo Manners, &c; Robertson’s History of America; Bowditch’s Account of Ashantees 
Moore’s.Hindoo Pantheon ; and Porteus and Ryan oy the Effects of Christianity. i 
(2) See Leland and Whitby, on the Necessity ofa Revelation ; and the writers on the customs of India,— 
‘Ward, Dubois, Buchanan, and Moore, before refrred to. : 4 ‘ 
_ (3) Hence Cherea, in Terence, pertinently enough asks, Quod feeit is qui templa cali summa. sonitu 
“ concutit, ego homuncio non facerem? Funuch. Act. 3, sc. 5.-—He only imitated Jupiter. And says Sextus 
Empyricus, “That cannot be unjust, which is done by the god Mercury, the prince of Thieves; for how 
can a god be wicked ?”—Apud Euseb. Prep. lib. 6, cap. 10. 
5 
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views of God and religious truth, the Theists of the present day being judges ;—none which 
has enjoined a correct morality, or even opposed any effectual barrier against the deterioration 
of public manners. ‘These facts cannot be denied: for the Fre ge formerly made of the 
morality of modern Pagan nations, have been sufficiently refuted by a better acquaintance 
with them; and the conclusion is irresistible, that an express revelation of the will of God, 
accompanied: with efficient corrective institutions, was become necessary, and is still demanded 
by the ignorance and vices, the miseries and disorders, of every part of the earth into which 
Christianity has not been introduced. igo gee by 
But we may go another step. This exhibition of the moral condition of those nations who 
hhave not had the benefit of the renewal and republication of the truths of the ‘patriarchal 
religion, not only supports the conclusion that new and direct revelations from God were 
necessary; but the wants, which that condition so obviously: created, will support other 
resumptions as to the nature and mode of that revelation,.in- the ease of such a gift bemg _ 
aera in the exercise of the Divine mercy, for if there-is ground to presume that Almighty 
God, in his compassion for his creatures, would not leave them to the unchecked influence-of 
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error and vice; nor, upon the corruption of that simple but comprehensive doctrine, worship, 


and morals, communicated to the progenitors of all those great branches of the family of man 
which have been spread over the earth, refuse to imterpose to renew and to perfect that 


‘religious system which existed in an elementary form in the earliest ages, and give to it a form 


less liable to alteration and decay than when left to be transmitted by tradition alone; there 
is equal ground to presume, that the revelation, whenever vouchsafed, should ‘be of that 
nature, and accompanied by such circumstances, as would most effectually accomplish this 
behevolent purpose. 

Presumptions as to the manner in which such a revelation would be made most effectually 
to accomplish its ends, are indeed to be guarded, lest we should set up ourselves as adequate 
judges in a case which involves large views and extensive bearings of the Divine government. 

ut without violating this rule, it may, from the obviousness of the case, be presumed, that 
such a supernatural manifestation of truth shuuld, 1, contain explicit information on those 
important subjects on which mankind had most greatly and most fatally erred. 2. That it 
should accord with the prineiples of former revelations, given to men in the same state of 
guilt and moral incapacity as we find them in the present day. 3. 'That it should have a 
satisfactory external authentication, 4. That it should contain provisions for its effectual 
promulgation among all classes of men. All this, allowing the necessity and the probability 
of a supernatural communication of the will of God, must certainly be expected; and if the 
Christian revelation bears this character, it has certainly these presumptions in its favour, 
that it meets an obvious case of necessity, and confers the advantages just enumerated. 

1. It gives information on those subjects which are most important to.man, and which.the 
world had darkened with the greatest errors—the nature and perfections, claims and relations of 
God—his wii (4) as the RULE of moral good and evil—the means of obtaining ParDON and of 


* conquering vice—the true Mepiaror between God and man—Divine Provwwence—the Curer 


Goop of man, respecting which alone more than three hundred different opinions among the 
ancient sages have been reckoned up—man’s ImmMorTauiry and accountability, and 4 FUTURE 
STATE. 


2. It is also required that a revelation should accord with the principles of former revela- 
tions, should any have been given. 

Far since it is a first principle that God cannot ey himself, nor deceive us, so far as one 
revelation renews or explains any truth in a preceding one, it must agree with the previous 
communication ; and in what it adds to a preceding revelation, it cannot contradict any thing 
which it contains, ifit be exhibited as a truth of unchangeable character or a duty of perpe- 
tual obligation. j 

Now whatever direct proof may be adduced in favour of the Divine authority ofthe Jewish 
and Christian revelations, this.at least may be confidently urged as evidence im their favour, 
that they have a substantial agreement and harmony among themselves, and with that ancient 
traditional system which existed in the earliest ages, and the fragments of which we find 
scattered among all notions. As to the patriarchal system of religion, to which reference has been 
so often made, beside the notices of it which are every where scattered in the book of Genesis, 
we have ample and most satisfactory information in the ancient book of Job, of which sufficient 
evidence may be given that * was written not later than the time of Moses; and that Job 
himself lived between the flood »f Noah and the call of Abraham. Of the religion of the 
patriarchs, as it existed just at that peridd when Sabianism, or the worship of the heavenly 
luminaries, began to make its appearance, and was restrained by the authority of the “ Judges,” 
who were the heads of tribes or families, and as it existed in the preceding ages, as we find 
from the reference made by Job and his friends to the authority of their “ Fathers,” this book 
contains an ample and most satisfactory record ; and from this’ venerable relic a very copious 


body of doctrinal and practical theology might be collected ; but the following particulars will 
be sufficient for the present argument :— ' 


One Supreme Being alone is recognised through: 


‘ 


out, as the object of adoration, worship, 


(4) See note A at the end of the chapter. 
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pr trust, and fear; who is represented as of infinite and unsearchable majesty,—eternal, 
mnipresent, omniscient, almighty, and of perfect wisdom, justice, goodness; governing alt 
hings, noting and judgingyindividuals, regar sg the good, ‘punishing the wicked, placable, 
listening to the prayers of the penitent. The natural corruption of man’s naturé is also 
stated; and his own inability to cleanse his heart from sin. Man, we are told, cannot be just 


_ with God, and therefore needs an intercessor. Sacrifices, as of Divine i Yinkesk pes: and 


propitiatory-in their nature, are also adverted to as commonly practised. Express reference 
is made to a Divine Redeemer and his future incarnation, as an object of hope. The doctrines 
of an immortal spirit in man, and of the resurrection of the body, and a future judgment, have 
all a place in this system. Creation'is ascribed to God ; and not only the general doctrine of 
Providence, but that most interesting branch of it, the connection of dispensations of prosperity 
and affliction with moral ends. Murder, theft, oppression, injusti¢e, adultery, intemperance, 
are all pointed out as-violations of the laws of God; and also wrath, envy, and other evil 

assions, Purity of heart, kindness, compassion to the poor, &c, are spoken of as virtues of 

e highest obligation ; and the fear and love of God are enjoined, with a calm and cheerful 
submission to his will, in humble trust that the darkness of present events will be ultimately 
cleared up, and shown to be consistent with the wisdom, justice, holiness, and truth of God. 

‘he same points of doctrine and morals may also be collected from the book of Genesis. 

Such was the comprehensive system of patriarchal theology; and it is not necessary to 
stop to point out, that these great principles are all recognised and taken up in the successive 
revelations by Moses, and by Christ,—exhibiting three religious systems, varying greatly in 
cireumstanees'; introduced at widely distant periods, and by agents greatly differmg in their 
condition and circumstances; but exactly harmonizing in every leading doctrinal tenet, and agree- 
ing in their great morel impression upon mankind—PERFECT PURITY OF HEART AND CONDUCT. 

3. That it should be accompanied with an explicit and impressive external authentication, 
of such a nature.as to make its truth obvious to the mass of mankind, and to leave no reason- 
able doubt of its Divine authority. 

The reason of this is evident. A mere impression of truth on the understanding could not 
by itself be distinguished from a discovery made by the: human intellect, and could have no 
authority, as a declaration of the will of a superior, with the person receiving it; and as to 
others, 1t could only pass for the opinion of the individual who might promulge it. (5) An 
authentication of a system of truth, which professes to be the will, the law, of him who, having 
made, has the right to command us, external to the matter of the doctrine itself, is therefore 
necessary to give it authority, and to create the obligation of obedience. This accords with 
the opinion of all nations up to the earliest ages, and was so deeply wrought in the common 
sense of mankind, that all the Heathen legislators of antiquity affected a Divine commission, 
and all false réligiohs have leaned for support upon pretended supernatural sanctions, The 
proofs of this are so numerous and well known, that it is unnecessary to adduce them. 

The authority of the ancient patriarchal religion rested on proof external to itself. We do 
not now examine the truth of its alleged authentications—they were admitted; and the force 
of the revelation depended upon them in the judgment of mankind. We have a most ancient. 
book which records the opinions of the ante-Mosaic ages. The Gens of those ages has 
been stated; and from the history contained in that book we learn, that the received opinion 
was, that the Almighty Lawgiver himself conversed with our first parents and with the 
patriarchs, under celestial appearances; and that his mercies to men, or his judgments, failed 
not to follow ordinarily the observance or violation of the laws thus delivered, which was in’ 
fact an authentication of them renewed from time to time. The course of nature, displaying 
the eternal power and Godhead, as well as the visitations of Providence, was to them a con- 
stant confirmation of several of the leading truths in the theology. they had received; and by 
the deep impress of Divinity which this system received in the earliest ages from the attesta- 
tions of singular judgments, and especially the’ flood, it is only rationally to be accounted for, 
that it was universally transmitted, and waged so long a war against religious corruptions. 

But notwithstanding the authentication of the primitive religion, as a matter of Divine 
revelation, and the-effects produced by it in the world for many ages; and indeed still 
produced by it in its very broken and corrupted state, in condemning many sinful actions, se 
as to render the crimes of Heathens without excuse; that system was traditional, and liable 
to be altered by transmission. In proportion also as historical events were confounded by 
the lapse of time, and as the migrations and political convulsions of nations gave rise to 
fabulous stories, the external authenticating evidence became weak, and thus a merciful 
interposition on the part of God was, as we have seen, rendered necessary by the general 
ignorance of mankind. Indeed the primitive revelations supposed future ones, and were not 
in themselves regarded as complete. But if a republication only of the truth had been neces- 
sary, the old external evidence was so greatly weakened by the lapse of ages, which as to 
most nations had broken the line of historical testimony on which it so greatly rested, that it 
aoe a new authentication, in a form adapted to the circumstances of the world; andifan 
enlarged revelation were vouchsafed, every addition to the declared will of God needed an 
authentication of the same kind as at first. 


(5) Vide chap. 3. 
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If we presume, therefore, that a new revelation was necessary, we must presume, that, 
when given, it would have an external authentication as coming from God, from which there 
could be no reasonable appeal; and we therefore conclude, that as the Mosaic and Christian 

_. revelations profess both to republish and to enlarge former revelations, the circumstance of 
their resting their claims on the extermal evidence of miracles and prophecy, is a presumption 
in their favour. Whether the evidence which they offer be decisive or-not, is a future ques- 
tion; but in exhibiting such evidence, they accord with the reason of the thing, and with the 
common sense of all ages. ~ ; ‘ 2 : : 2 

4, It is further presumed, that should a revelation of religious truth and the will of God be 
made, it would provide means for its effectual communication to all classes of mens 


‘As the revelation supposed must be designed to restore’ and enlarge the communications of 
truth, and as, from the increase and dispersion of the human race, tradition had become an 
imperfect medium of conveying it, it is a fair presumption, that the persons through whom 
the communication was made should record it-in wririnc.. A revelation'to every individual 
could not maintain the force of its original authentication ; because as its attestation must be 
of a supernatural kind, its constant recurrence would divest it of that character, or weaken its 
force by bringing it among common and ordinary events. A revelation on the contrary to 
few, properly and publicly attested by supernatural occurrences, needed not repetition; but 
the most natural and effectual mode of ‘preserving the communication, once made, would be 
to transmit it by writing. Any corruption of the record would be rendered impracticable by 
its being publicly taught in the first instance; by a standard copy being preserved with care ; 
or by such a number of copies being dispersed as to defy material alteration. ‘This presump- 
tion is.realized also in the Jewish and Christian revelations ; as will: be seen when the subject 
of the authority of the Holy Scriptures comes to be discussed. They were first. publidy 
taught, then committed to writing, andthe copies were multiplied. 

Another method of ‘preserving and diffising the knowledge of a revelation once made; 
would be, the institution of public commemorative rites, at once preserving the memory of the 
fact and of the doctrine connected with it among great bodies-of people, and leading them to 
such periodical inquiries as might preserve both with the greatest accuracy. These also we 
find in the institutions of Moses, and of Christ; and their weight im the argument for the 
truth of the mission of each, will be adduced in its proper place. : 

Allowing it to be reasonable to presume, that a revelation would be vouchsafed ; it is 
equally so to presume, that it should contain some injunctions favourable to its propagation 
among men of all ranks. For as the compassion of God to the. moral necessities of ‘his 
creatures, generally, is the ground on which so great a favour rests, we cannot suppose that 
one class of men should be allowed to make a monopoly of this advantage; and this would be 
a great temptation to them to publish their own favourite or interested opinions under 2 
pretended Divine sanction, and tend to counteract the very purpose for which a revelation 

_'was given. Such a monopoly was claimed by the priests of ancient Pagan nations; and that 
fatal effect followed. It was claimed for a time by a branch.of the Christian priesthood, 
contrary to the obligations of the institution itself; and thé consequences were similar. 
Among the Heathens, the effect of this species of monopoly was, that those who encouraged 
Superstition and ignorance among the people, speedily themselves lost the truth, which through 
a wicked. policy they concealed; and the ease might have been the same in Christendom, but 
for the sacred records, and for those witnesses to the truth who prophesied and suffered, more 
or less, throughout the darkest ages. (6) « , : 

- This reasonable expectation also 1s realized in the Mosaic and Christian revelations ;— 
both provided for their general. publication—both instituted an order of men, not to-conceal, 
but to read and ‘teach the truth committed to them—both recognised a right in the people to 
search the record, and by it to judge of the ministration of the priests—both made it obligato: 
on the people to be taught—and both separated one day in seven to afford leisure for that 

urpose. ‘ : = 
: Nothing but sueh a revelation, and with such accompanying circumstances, appears 
capable of reaching the actual case of mankind, and of effectually instructing and bringing ' 
them under moral control; (7) and, whether the Bible can be proved to be of Divirie authority 
or not, this at least must be granted, that it presents itself to us under these ‘circumstances, 
and claims, for this very reason, the most serious and unprejudiced attention. ue 


eee 


(6), Bishop Warburton endeavours to prove, by an elaborate argument in his “Divine Legation,” that in — , 
the Greater Mysteries, the Divine Unity and the errors of Polytheism were constantly taught. This however — 
is most-satisfactorily disproved by Dr. Leland, in his “ Advantage and Necessity of a Divine Revelation ;? 
to both'of which works the reader is referred for information as to those singular institutions—the Heathen 
Mysteries, (7) See note B at the end of the chapter. ; 
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Note A.—Page 34. 

DIFFERENT opinions have been held as to the ground of moral obligation, Grotius, Balguy, and Dr. S. 
Clarke, place it in the eternal and necessary fitness of things. To this there are two objections. The 
First is, that it ieaves the distinction between virtue and vice, in a great measure, arbitrary and indefinite, — 
dependant upon oue perception of fitness and unfitness, which, in different individuals, will greatly differ. — 
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The Second is, that when a fitness or unfitness is proved, it is no more than the discovery of a natural essen- 
tial difference or congruity, which alone cannot constitute a moral obligation to choose what is fit, and to 
reject what is unfit. When we have proved a fitness in a certain course of action, we have not proved that 
itis obligatory. _A.second step is necessary before we can reach this conclusion. Cudworth, Butler, Price, 
and others, maintain, that virtue carries its own obligation in itself; that the wnderstanding at once per- 
cetves a certain action to be right, and therefore it ought to be performed. Several objections lie to this 
notion. 1. It supposes the understandings of men ‘to determine precisely in the same manner concerning all 
virtuous and vicious actions, which is contrary to fact. 2. It supposes a previous rule, by which the action 
is determined to be right; but if the revealed will of God is not to be taken into consideration, what common 
rule existsamong men? There is evidently no such rule, and therefore no means of certainly. determining 
what is right. 3. If a common standard were known among men, and if the andersiandingae erica deter- 
mined in the same manner as to the conformity, or otherwise, of an action to that standard; what renders it 
a matter of obligation that any one should ore it? The rule must be proved to be binding, or no ground 
of obligation is established. ~ ! : = 

‘An action is obligatory, say others, because it,is agreeable to the moral sense: This is the'theory of 
Lord Shaftesbury and Dr. Hutchinson,’ By moral sense appears to be meant an instinctive approbation of 
right, and abhorrence of wrong, prior to all reflection on their nature, or their. consequences., If any thing 
else were understood by it, then the moral sense must be the same with conscience, which we know to vary 
with the judgment, and cannot therefore be the basis of moral obligation. If conscience be not meant, then 
the moral sense must be considered as tnstincivvc, n, notion, certainly, which is disproved by the whole 
moral history of man. It may, indeed, be conceded, that such is the constitution of the human soul, that 
when those distinctions between actions, which have been taught by religious tradition or direct revelation, 
are known in their nature, relations, and consequences, the calm and sober judgments of men will approve 
of them ; and that especially when they are considered abstractedly, that is, as not affecting and controlling 
their own interests and passions immediately, virtue may command complacency, and vice provoke abhor- 
rence; but that, independent of reflection on their nature or their consequences, there is an instinctive prin- 
ciple in man which abhors evil, and loves good, is contradicted by that val ee opinion and feeling on the 
vices and virtues, which obtains among all uninstructed nations. We applaud the forgiveness of an injury 
as magnanimous; a savage despises it as mean.- We think it a duty to support and cherish aged parents ; 
many nations, on the centrary, abandon them as useless, and throw them to the beasts of the field. Innu- 
merable instances of this contrariety might be adduced, which are all-contrary to the notion of instinctive 
sentiment. Instincts operate uniformly, but this assumed moral sense does not... Besides, if it be’ mere 
matter of feeling, independent of judgment, to love virtue, and abhor vice, the morality of the exercise of this 
principle is questionable; for it would be difficult to show, that there is any more morality, properly speak- 
ing, in the affections and disgusts of instinct than in those of the palate. If judgment, the knowledge and com- 
parison of things, be included, then this principle supposes a uniform and universal individual revelation 
as to the nature of things to every man, or an intuitive faculty of determining their moral quality ; both of 
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which are too absurd to be maintained. a” 
~The only pane d conclusion on this subject, is that which refers moral obligation to the will of God. 
“ Obligation,” says Warburton, “ necessarily implies an obliger, and the obliger must be different from, and 
hot one and the same with, the obliged. Moral obligation, that is, the obligation of a free agent, further 
implies a.law, which enjoins and forbids; but:a law. is the imposition ef an intelligent superior, who hath 
power to exact conformity thereto,” This lawgiver is God: and whatever may be the reasons which have 
led him to.enjoin this, and to prohibit that, it is plain that the obligation to obey lies not merely in the fitness. 
and propriety of a creature obeying an infinitely wise and good Creator, though such a fitness exists; but in 
that obedience being enjoined. bs - 
Some, allowing this, would push the matter further, in search ofa more remote ground of obligation. They 
put the question, “ Why am E obliged to obey the will of God?” and give as the answer, “ Because obedience 
to the commands of a benevolent God must be productive of the agent’s happiness on the whole.” But this 
is putting out to sea again; for, 1. It cannot be proved that the consideration of our own happiness is a 
ground of moral obligation at all, except in some such vague sense as we use the term obligation when we 
say, “We are obliged to take exercise, if we would preserve our health, 2. We should be in danger of 
setting up a standard, by which to judge of the propriety of obeying God, when, indeed, we are but inadequate 
judges of what is for our happiness, on the whole: or, 3. It would make moral obligation to rest upon our 
faith, that God can will only our happiness, which is a singular principle on which to build our obedience. 
On the contrary, the simple principle that moral obligation rests upon the will of God, by whatever means 
that will may be known, is unclogged with any of these difficulties. For, 1. It is founded on a clear principle 
of justice. He who made has an absolute property in us, and may therefore command us; and having 
actually commanded us, we cannot set up any claim-of exemption—we are his, 2. He has connected reward 
with obedience, and punishment with disobedience, and therefore made it necessary for us to obey, if we 
‘would secure our own happiness. - Thus we are obliged, both by the force of the abstract principle, and by 
the motive resulting from a sanctioned command ; or, in the language of the schools, we are obliged in reason, 
and obliged in interest, but each obligation evidently emanates from the will of God. Other considerations, 
such as the excellence and beauty of virtue, its tendency to individual happiness and universal order, &c, 
“may smooth the ath of obedience, and render “his commandments joyous;” but the obligation, strictly 
appcaking, can only rest in the will of the superior and commanding power. 
Se St ig : 
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‘Note B.—Page 36. 


THOUGH some will allow the ignorance of former times, they think that the improved reason of man is 
now more adequate to the discovery of moral truth. s : ' Pee oe 
“They contend, that the world was then in the infancy of knowledge; and argue, as if the illustrious 
sages of old, (whom they nevertheless sometimes extol, in terms of extragavant panegyric,) were very babes 
in philosophy, such as the wise ones of later ages regard with-aisort of aompe 00 commiseration. — 
“But, may ave not be permitted to ask, whence this assumed superiority of modern over ancient philoso- 
phers has arisen? and whence the extraordinary influx of light upon-these latter times has been derived ? 
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Is there any one so infatuatg d by his admiration of the present age, as seriously to think that the intellectual 
Haeioe foie are stronger and more perfect now than they were wont to be; or that the particular talents 
of himself, or any of hi8 contemporaries, are superior to those which shone forth in the luminaries of the 
Gentile world? Do the names even of Locke, Cudworth, Cumberland, Clarke, Wilkins, or Wollaston, 
(men so justly eminent in modern times, and who laboured so indefatigably to perfect the theory of Natural 
religion,) convey to us an idea of greater intellectual ability than those of the consummate masters of the 
Portico, the Grove, or the Lyceum? Howis it, then, that the advocates for the natural perfection, or perfecti- 
bility, of human reason, do not perceive, that, for all the superiority of the present over former times, with 
respect to religious knowledge, we must be indebted to some intervening cause, and not to any actual 
enlargement of the human faculties? Is it to be believed, that any man of the present age, of whatever: 
natural talents he may be possessed, could have advanced one step beyond the Heathen philosophers in his 
pursuit of Divine truth, had he lived in their times, and enjoyed only the light that was bestowed upon them? 
Or can it be fairly proved, that, merely by the light.of nature, or by reasoning upop such data only as men 
possess who never heard of revealed religion, any moral or religious truth has been discovered since ae days 
when Athens and Rome affected to give laws to the intellectual, as well as to the olitical world? That 
great improvements have since been made, in framing systems of Ethics, of “Metap! LYSICS, and of what is 
called Natural Theology, need not be denied. But these improvenients may easily be traced to one obvious 
cause, the widely diffused light of the Gospel, which, having shone, with more or less lustre, on all nations, 
has imparted, even to the'most simple and illiterate of the sons_of mon, sucha degree of knowledge on these 
subjects, as, without it, would be unattainable by the most learned and profound.”—Van MILDERT’s 
Boyle’s Lect. . 
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CHAPTER IX. 


Tue EvipENcEs NECESSARY TO AUTHENTICATE A REVELATION.—Esternal Evidence. 


Tue evidence usually offered in proof of the Divine authority of the Scriptures, may be 
divided into Exrernat, Inrernat, and CoxtateraL. The External evidence consists-of 
miracles and prophecy ; the Internal evidence is drawn from the consideration of the doctrines 
taught, as being consistent with the character of God, and tending to promote the virtue and 
_ happiness of man; and the Collateral evidence arises from a variety of circumstances which, 
less directly than the former, prove the revelation to be of Divine authority, but are yet 
supposed to be of great weight in the argument. On-each of these kinds of evidence we shall 
offer some general remarks, tending to prepare ‘the way for a démonstration of the Divine 
authority of the Holy Scriptures. ‘ 

The principal and most appropriate evidences of a revelation from God, must be external to 
the revelation itself, This has been before stated ; but it may require a larger consideration. 

A Divine revelation has been well defined to'‘be “a discovery of some proposition to the 
mind, which came not in by the usual exercise of its faculties, but by some miraculous Divine 
interposition and attestation, either mediate or immediate.” (8) It is not thought necessary to 
attempt to prove such a revelation possible ; for, as our argument is supposed to be with a 
person who acknowledges, not only that there is a God, but that he is the Creator of men; it 
would be absurd in such.a one to deny, that he who gave us minds capable of knowledge is 
not able, instantly and immediately, to convey knowledge to us; and that he who has 
given us the power of communicating ideas to each other, should have no means of communi- 
cating with us immediately from himse7f. ‘ 

We need not inquire whether external evidence of a revelation is in all cases requisite to 
him who immediately and at first rereives it; for the question is not whether private 
revelations have ever been made by God to individuals, and what evidence is required to 
authenticate them; but what is the kind of evidence which we ought to require of éne who 
professes to have received a revelation.of the will of God, with a command to communicate it 
to us, and to enjoin it upon our acceptance and submission as the rule of our opinions and 
manners. 

He may believe that a Divine communication has been made to himself; but his belief has ° 
no authority to command ours. He may have actually received it; but we have not the means 
of knowing it without proof. ‘ 

That proofis not the high and excellent nature of the truths he teaches ; in other words, 
that which is called the internal evidence cannot be that proof. For we cannot tell whether 
the doctrines he teaches, though they should be capable of a higher degree of rational 
demonstration than any delivered to the world before, may not be the fruits of his own mental 
labour. He may be conscious that they are not; but we have no means of knowing that of 
which he is conscious, except by his own testimony. To us therefore they would have no 
authority but as the opinions of a man, whose feclceinal attainments we might admire, but 
to whom we could not submit as to an infallible guide; and the less so, if any part of the 
doctrine taught by him were either myterious and above our reason, or contrary to our 
interests, prejudices, and passions. 

If therefore any person should profess to have received a revelation of truth from God to 


(8) Doppripge’s Lectures, part 5 definition 68. 
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Teach to mankind, and that he was directed to command their obedieiice to it on pain of the 
Divine displeasure, he would be asked for some external authentication of his mission ; nor 
would the reasonableness and excellence of his doctrines be accepted in place of this. The 
latter might entitle him to attention; but nothing short ofthe former would be thought a 
ground sufficiently strong for yielding to him an absolute obedience.- Without it he might 
reason, and be heard with respect; but he could not.command. On this very reasonable 
ground, the Jews on one occasion asked our Lord, ‘ By what authority doest thou these things 2” 
and on another, “ What sign showest thow unto us 2” : “s 

Agreeably to this, the authors both of the Jewish and the Christian revelations, profess to 
have authenticated their mission by the two great external proofs, Miracies and Propuecy ; 
and it remains to be considered whether this kind of authentication be reasonably sufficient to 
command our faith and obedience. . ; 

The question is not, Whether we may not conceive of external proofs of the mission of 
Moses, and of Christ and his Apostles, differing from those which are assumed to have been 
given, and more convincing. In whatever way the authentication had been made, we might 
have conceived of modes of proof differing in kind or more ample in circumstance ; so.that to 
ground an objection upon the absence of a particular kind of proof for which we have a 
preference, would be trifling. (9) But this-is the question, Is a mission to teach the will of 
God to man, under his immediate authority, sufficiently authenticated when miracles are 
really performed, and prophecies actually and uucquivucally-avvumplished? To this point 
only the inquiry need now go; for whether real miracles were performed by-Moses and 
Christ, and whether prophecies were actually uttered by them, and received unequivocal 
accomplishment, will be reserved for a further stage of the inquiry. | 

There is a popular, a philosophic, and a theological sense of the term miracle. 5 

A miracle, in the popular sense, is a prodigy, or an extraordinary event, which surprises us 
by its novelty. Ina more accurate and philosophic sense, a miracle is an effect which does not 
follow from any of the regular laws of nature, or which is inconsistent with some known law 
efit, or contrary to the settled constitution and course of things. Accordingly, all miracles 
presuppose.an.established system of nature, within the limits of which they operate, and with 
the order of which they disagree. 

Of a miracle in the theological sense, many definitions have been given. (1) That of Dr. 
Samuel Clarke is,—“ A miracle is a work effected in a manner unusual, or different from the 
common and regular method of providence, by the interposition of God himself, or of some 
intelligent agent superior to man, for the proof or evidence of some particular doctrine, or in 
attestation of the authority of some particular person,” 

Mr. Horne defines a miracle to be “an effect.or event, contrary to the established consti- 
tution or course of things, or a sensible suspension or controlment of, or deviation from, the 
known laws of nature, wrought either by the immediate act, or by the assistance, or by the 
permission of God.” (2) This definition would be more complete in the theological sense, if 


! (9) “ We know not beforehand what degree or kind of natural information it were to be expected God 
would afford men, each by his own reason and experience, nor how far he would enable and effectually 
dispose them to communicate it, whatever it should be, to each other ; nor whether the evidence of it would 
be certain, highly probable, or doubtful; nor whether it would be given with equal clearness and conviction 
toall. Nor could we guess, upon any good ground I mean,.whether natural knowledge, or even the faculty 
itself, by which we are capable of attaining it, reason, would be given us at once, or gradually. In like 
manner we are wholly ignorant, what degree of new knowledge, it were to be expected, God would give 
mankind, by revelation, upon supposition of his affording one’; or how far; or in what way, he would 
interposé miraculously to qualify them, to whom he should originally make the revelation, for communicating 
the knowledge given by it, and to secure their doing it to the age in which they should live, and to secure its 
being transmitted to posterity. We are equally ignorant, whether the evidence of it would be certain, or 
highly probable, “or doubtful: or whether all who should have any degree of instruction from it, and any 
degree of evidence of its truth, would have the same; or whether the scheme would be revealed at once, or 
unfolded gradually. Nay, we are not, in any sort, able to judge whether it were to have been expected, that 
the revelation should bave been committed to writing, or left to he handed down, and consequently corrupted, 
by verbal tradition, and, at length, sunk under it, if mankind se pleased, and during such time as they are 
permitted, in the degree they evidently are, to act as they will. 

“Now, since it has’ been shown, that we have no principle of reason upon which to judge beforehand, 
how it were to be expected revelation should have been left, or what was most suitable to the Divine plan of 
government in any of the aforementioned respects; it must be quite frivolous to object afterward as to any 
of them, against its being left one way rather than another ; for this would be to object against things, upon 
account of their being different from our expectations, which has been shown to be without reason. Ani 
thus we see that the only question concerning the truth of Christianity is, whether it be a real revelation; 
not whether it be attended with every circumstance which we should have looked for ; and concerning the 
authority of Scripture, whether it be what it claims to be; not whether it be a book of such sort, and 80 
promulged as weak men are apt to fancy a book containing a Divine revelation should be. And i Mon 
neither obscurity, nor seeming inaccuracy of style, nor various readings, nor early disputes about the authors 

_ of particular parts, nor any cther things of the like kind, though they had been much more considerable in 
/ degree than they are, could overthrow the authority of the Scripture, unless the Prophets, Apostles, or our 
Lord, had promised, that the book, containing the Divine .revelation, should be secure from those things. 

—BUTLER’s Analogy. ‘ ; Re 5 
e The reader may see several of them enumerated and examined in Doddridge’s Lectures, part 5. 
(2) Introduction to the Critical Study of the Scriptures, vol. 1, ¢. 4, sect. 2 
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the la use in Dr. 8, Clarke’s de nition were added to it, “for the proof or evidence of 
some particular doctrine, or in attestation of the authority of some particular person.” “With 
this addition’ the-definition will be sufficiently satisfactory, as it’ explains the nature of the 
nhaveee non, and gives the reason or end of its occurrence, 1 RR aa Ss - 
Farmer, in his “Dissertation on Miracles,” denies to any created intelligen owever 
: high. the power of working miracles, when acting fdr Tete ves alone.. ‘This dispute is 
only pps settled by a faery terms; but whatever power may be allowed to 
superior 


‘over mated objects : i as they are all under the government of 


e miraculous effects, or effects apparently so, by the control ntof 
God, they have certainly no power to age with his work, and the order of his providence, 
at pleasure, Whatever they do, therefore, whether by virtue of natural pow 

the communicated, they must do it by commission, or at least by license. 


_ or power 
t a 
rs iracles under consideration’ are such effects as agree with the definition just given, 
and which are wrought. either immediately by God himself, to attest the Divine mission of 
eases persons, and to authenticate their doctrines; or by superior beings commissioned 

y him for the same purpose ; or by the persons themselves who profess this Divine authority, 
in order to prove that they have been invested with it by God. ae : 

_ The possibility of miracles wrought by the power of God, can be denied by none but 
Atheists, or those whose system is substantially Atheistic. Spinosa denies, that any power 
can supersede that of mavure; or-tiat any thing camdisturb or interrupt the order of things: 
and accordingly he defines a miracle to be “a rare event, happening in consequence of some 
laws that are unknown to us.” This is a definition of a prodigy, not of a miracle ; but if 
miracles in the proper sense be allowed, that is, if the facts themselves which have been~ 
commonly called miraculous be not disputed, this method of accounting for them is obviousl 
most. absurd; inasmuch as it is supposed that these unknown laws chanced to come into 
operation, just when men professing to be endued with miraculous powers wished them, 
whilst yet such laws were to them unknown. For instance, when Moses contended with the” 
Egyptian magicians, though these laws were unknown to him, he ventured to depend upon 
their operation, and by chance they served his purpose. age eee 

To one who believes in a Supreme Creator of all things, and the dependence of all things 
upon his power and will, miraculous interpositions must be allowed possible, nor is there an 
thing in them repugnant to our ideas of his wisdom and immutability, and the perfection of his 
works. They are departures: from the ordinary course of God’s operation; but this does not 
arise from any natural necessity, to remedy an unforeseen evil, or to repair imperfections in 
his work ; the reasons for them are moral and not natural reasons, and the ends they are 
intended to accomplish are moral ends. They remind us when they occur, that there is a 
power superior to nature, and that all naturé, even to its first and most uniform laws, depends 
upon Him. They are among the chief means by which He who is by nature invisible, makes 
himself as it were visible to his creatures, who are so prone to forget him entirely or to lose 
sight of him by reason of the interposition of the veil of material objects. (3) 

Granting then the possibility of miraculous interposition on the part of the Great Author 
of Nature, on special occasions, and for great ends, in what way and under what circumstances 
does such an interposition authenticate the Divine mission of those who profess to be. sent by 
him to teach his will to mankind ? : is 

The argument is, that as the known and established course of nature has been fixed by him 

(3) Bishop Butler has satisfactorily shown, in his Analogy, (part ii, ¢. 11,) that there can be no such 
presumption against miracles as to render them, in any wise, incredible, but what would conclude against 
such uncommon appearances as comets, and against there being any such powers in nature as magnetism 
and electricity, so contrary to the properties of other bodies not endued with these powers. But he observes, 
“Take in the consideration of religion, or the moral system of the world, and then we see distinct particular 
reasons for miracles, to afford mankind instruction, additional to that of nature, and to attest the truth of it ; 
and our being able to discern reasons for them, gives a positive credibility to the: history of them, in cases 
where those reasons hold.” ‘ ; 

“It is impossible,” says an oracle among modern unbelievers, (Voltaire,) “ that a Being, infinitely wise, 
should make laws in order to violate them. He would not derange the machine of his own construction, © 
unless it were for'its improyement. But as a God, he hath, without doubt, made it as perfect as possible ; or, 
if he had foreseen any imperfection likely to result from it; he would surely have provided against it from the 
beginning, and not be under a necessity of changing it afterward. He is both unchangeable and omni- 
potent, and therefore can neither have any desire to alter the course of nature, nor have any need to do so.” 

“This argument,” says Dr, Van Mildert, “is grounded on a misconception or a misrepresentation of the 
design of miracles, which is not the remedy of any physical defect, not to rectify any original or accidental 
imperfections: in. the laws of nature, but to manifest to the world the interposition of the Almighty, for 
especial purposes of a moral kind. It is simply to make known to mankind, that it is he who addresses 
them, and that whatever is accompanied with this species of evidence, comes from him, aad claims their 
implicit. belief and obedience. The perfection, therefore, or imperfection, of the laws of nature has nothing 
to do with the question. All nature is subservient to the will of God ; and as-his existence and attribute: 
are manifested in the ordinary course of nature, so, in. the extraordinary work of miracles, his will is. 
manifested by the display-of his-absolute sovereignty over the course°of nature. Thus, in both instances, 
the Creator is glorified in his works; and it is made to appear, that ‘by him all things consist,’ and that 
‘ for his’pleasure they are, and were created? This seems a sufficient answer to any reasoning, a priori 
against miracles, from their supposed inconsistency with the Diyine perfections,” i : 
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_ who is the Creator and Preserver of all things,» it can never be violated, departed ftom, or 
controlled, but either immediately by himself, or mediately by other beings at his command, and 
by his assistance, or permission ; for if this be not allowed, we must deny either the Divine 


omnipotence, or his natural government ; and, if these be allowed, the.other follo WS. Every 
3 cleis a Mine God, done specially by him, by his permission, or with his concurrence. 


In order. to da sh a rea m acle, it 1s ae that the common rse of nature 
. should Le understood ; for without some antecedent knowledge of the opertigee) efpplapsivs 


might be deemed miraculous which was merely strange, and through our 
ignorance inexplicable. Should an ‘earthquake happen in a co ever before visited by’ 
such a calamity within the memory of soa amen ignorant it mi be considered miraculous ; 
whereas an earthquake is a regular effect 0 the present established laws of nature. & 
But as the course of nature. and the operation of physical causes aré but partially under- 
sod, and will perhaps never be fully comprehended by the most inquiring minds, it 


causes, an ev 


ms 
necessary that such miracles as are intended to authenticate any religious system, promulged 
for the common benefit of mankind, should be effects produced-upon objects whose properties. 
have been the subject of common and long observation; that it should be contrary to some 
known laws by which the objects in question haye been uniformly and long observed to be 
governed; or that the proximate cause of the effect should be known to have no adequate 
power or adaptation to produce it. When these circumstances occur separatély, and more 
especially when combined, a sufficient antecedent acquaintance with the course of nature 


exists to warrant the conclusion, that the effect is miraculous, or, in. other: words, that ws 


roduced by the special interposition. of God. 3 FTN Gra 

-. Whether the works ascribed to Moses and to Christ, and recorded in Scripture, were 

actually performed by them, will be considered in another place; but here it is proper to 
that, assuming their actual occurrence, they are of such a nature as to leave no reason- 
ubt of their miraculous character ; and’from them we may borrow a few instances for the 

f illustrating the preceding observations, without prejudging the argument. 

e rod cast from the hand of Moses becomes a serpent. Here the subject was well known ; 
it was a rod, a branch separated from a tree, and it was obviously contrary to the known 
and established course of nature, that it should undergo so signal a transformation. If the 
fact can be proved, the miracle must therefore follow. . a 

‘The sea is parted at the stretching out of the rod of Moses.Here is no adaptation of the 
proximate cause to produce ‘the effect, whith was obviously in opposition to the known 

ualities of water. A recession of the sea from the shores would have taken down the whole 
mass of.water from the head of the gulf; but here the waters divide, and, contrary to their 
nature, stand up on each side, leaving a passage for the host of Israel. 

It is in the nature of clouds to be carried about by the wind; but the cloud which went 
before the Israelites in the wilderness, rested eon their tabernacle, moved when they were 
comimanded to march, and directed their course ; rested when they were to pitch their tents, and 
was a pillar of direction byday ; and, by night, when it is the nature of clouds to become dark, 
the rays of the sun no longer permeating them, this cloud shone with the brightness of fire. 

i all these cases, if the facts be established, there can be no doubt as to their miraculous 
character. ps saabied Wh ogee 

“Were a physician instantly to give sight to a blind man, by anointing his eyes with a 
men preparation, to the nature and qualities of-which we were absolute strangers, the cure 
would to us, undoubtedly, be wonderful; but we could not pronounce it miraculous, because 
it might be the physical effect of the operation of the unguent upon the eye. But were he to 
give sight to his patient, merely by commanding him to receive it, or by anointing his eyes 
with’ spittle, we should, with the utmost confidence, pronounce the cure to be a miracle ; 
because we know perfectly, that neither the human voice nor human spittle has, by the 
established constitution of things, any such power over’ the diseases of the eye. No one is 
ignorant, that persons, apparently dead, are often restored to their families and friends, by 
being treated, during suspended animation, in-the manner recommended by the Humane 
Society. To the vulgar, and sometimes even to men of science, these resuscitations appear 

“very wonderful; but as they are known to be effected by physical agency, they cannot be 
considered as miraculous deviations from the laws, of nature. ‘On the other hand, no one 
could doubt of his having witnessed a real miracle, who had seen a person, that had been 
four days dead, come alive out of the grave at the call of another, or who had even beheld a 
person exhibiting all the common evidences of death, instantly resuscitated, merely by being 
desired to live.” (4) 

» In all such instances, the common course of nature is sufficiently known to support the 
conclusion, that the power which thus interferes with, and controls it, and produces effects to 
which the visible natural causes are known not to be adequate, is God. (5) 


ca ~ Gleig’s edition of Stackhouse’s History of the Bible, vol. iii, p. 241. f 
(5) It is observable, that no miracles appear to have been wrought by human agency before the time of 
Moses and Aaron, in whose days, not only had the world long existed, but consequently the course of nature 
had been observed for a long period: and, further, these first miracles were wrought among a refined and 
observant people, who had their philosophers, to whom the course of nature, and the operation of physical 
_gauses, were subjects of keen investigation. seg ; 
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“ But it is also necessary, in order to prove that even these miraculous events are authentica- 
tions of a Divine mission, that a direct connection between the power of God, exerted in a 
miraculous act, and the messenger, and his message, should be established. 

The following circumstances would appear sufficiently to establish such a connection :— 
1¢When the miracles occur at the time when he, who professes to*have a divine mission from 
God, is engaged in making known the will of God to mankind, Baler the revela- 
tion he has received, and performing other acts connected with his office. 2. When, though 
they are works above human power, they. are wrought by the messenger himself, or follow 
his volitions. The force of this argument may be thus exhibited :— EHR bis 

When such unequivocal miracles as those we have pointed out occur only in connection 
with an actual profession by certain persons, that they have a Divine authority to teach and 
command mankind, this is a strong presumption, that the works are wrought by God in order 
to authenticate this pretension; but when they are performed mediately by these persons 
themselves, by their own will, and for the express purpose of establishing their mission, inas- 
much as they are allowed to be real miracles, which no power, but that of God, can effect, it 
is then clear that God is with them, and that his co-operation is an authenticating and visible 
seal upon their commission. : 5 


. 


It is not necessary, in this stage, to specify the rules by which real and pretended miracles 
are to be distinguished; nor to inquire, whether the Scriptures allow, that, in some cases, 
miracles have been wrought in support of falsehood. Both these subjects will be examined 
when we come to speak ‘of the miracles of Scripture. The ground established is, that 
miracles are possible; and that, when real miracles occur under the circumstances we have: 
mentioned, they are satisfactory evidences of a Divine mission. wi 2 

But though this should be allowed, and also that the eyewitnesses of such miracles would 
be bound to admit the proof, it has been made a question, whether. their testimony affords 
sufficient reason to others to admit the fact that such events actually took place, and con- 
sequently whether we are bound to acknowledge the authority of that mission, in attestation 
of which the miracles are said to have been wrought. : 

If this be admitted, the benefits of a revelation must be confined to those who witnessed its 
attestation by miracle, or similar attestations must be afforded to every individual; for, as no 
revelation can be a benefit unless it possess Divine authority, which alone can infallibl 
mark the distinction between truth and error, should the authentication be partial, the benefit 
of the communication of an infallible doctrine must also be partial. We are all so much inte- 
rested in this, because no religious system can plead the authentication of perpetual miracle, 
that it deserves special consideration. Either this principle is unsound, or we must abandon 
all hope of discovering a religion of Divine authority. jaa 

As miracles are facts, they, like other facts, may be reported to others; and, as in the case 
of the miracles in question, bearing the characters which have been described, the competency 
of any man of ordimary understanding to determine whether they were actually wrought. 
cannot be doubted; if the witnesses are eredible, it is reasonable that their testimony should 
be admitted: for if the testimony be such as, in matters of the greatest moment to us in the 
affairs of common life, we should not hesitate to act upon; if it-be such, that in the most 
important affairs men do uniformly act upon similar or even weaker testimony ; it would be 
mere perverseness to reject it in the case in question ; and would argue rather a disinelination 
to ae doctrine which is thus proved, than any ratignal doubt of the sufficiency of the proof 
itself. Te , 

The objection is put in its strongest form by Mr. Hume, in his Essays, and the substance 
of it is, Experience is the ground of the credit we give to human testimony; but this expe- 
rience is by no means constant, for we often find men. prevaricate and deceive. On the other 
hand, it is experience, in like manner, which. assures us of those laws of nature, in the violation 
of which the notion of a miracle consists; but this experience is constant and uniform; A 
miracle is an event which, from its nature, is inconsistent. with our experience; but the false- 
hood of testimony is not inconsistent with experience: it is contrary to experience that 
miracles ‘should be true, but not contrary to experience that testimony should be false; and, ' 
therefore, no human testimony can, in any case, render them credible. ' 

This argument has been met at large by many authors, (6) but the following extracts afford 
ample refutation :— 5 

“The principle of this objection is, that it is contrary to experience that a miracle should 
be true ;. but not contrary to experience that testimony should be false. 

“Now there appears a small ambiguity in the term ‘experience,’ and in the phrases ‘con- 
trary to experience,’ or ‘ contradicting experience, which it may be necessary to remove in 
the first place. Strictly speaking, the narrative of a fact is then-only contrary to experience, 
when the fact is related to have existed at a time and place; at which time and place, we 
being present, did not perceive it to exist; as if it should be asserted that, in a particular 
room, and at a particular hour of a certain day, a man was raised from the dead ; in which 


(6) See Campreti’s Dissertation on Miracles; Price's Four Dissertations, Diss. 4; Pauey’s 
Evidences; ApAm’s Essay on Miracles; Bishop Doveras’s Critérion ; DWigH1’s Theology, vol. ii; Dr. 
Hev’s Norrisian Lectures, vol. i; VAN MiLpERT’s Boyle’s Lectures, vol. i. ; : 


. 
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room, and at the time specified, we, being present and looking on, perceived no such event to 
have taken place. i Wa 2 
_“Fere the assertion is contrary to experience, properly so-called ; and this is a contrariety 
which no evidence can surmount. It matters nothing whether the fact be of a miraculous 
nature or not. But,although this be the experience and the contrariety, which Archbishop 
Tillotson alleged in the quotation with which Mr. Hume ‘opens his Essay, it is certainly not 
that experience, nor that contrariety, which Mr. Hume himself intended to object. “And, 
short of this, I know no intelligible signification which can be affixed to the term ‘contrary to 
experience,’ but one, viz. that of not having ourselves experienced any thing similar to the 
thing related, or such things not being generally experienced by others. I say, ‘not 
generally ;’ for to state, concerning the fact in-question, that no such thing was ever expe- 
rienced, or that universal experience is against it, 1s to assume the. subject of the controversy. 

“‘Now the improbability which arises from the want (for this properly isa want, not a 
contradiction,) of experience, is only equal to the probability there is, that, if the thing were 
true, we should experience things similar to it, or that such things would be generally expe- 
rienced. Suppose it then to-be true, that miracles were wrought upon the first promulgation 
of Christianity, when nothing but miracles could decide its authority, is it certain that such 
miracles would be repeated so often, and in so many places,’ as to become objects of general 
experience? Is ita probability approaching to certainty? Is it a probability of any great 
strength or force? Is it such as no evidence can encounter? . And yet this probability is the 
exact converse, and therefore the exact measure of the improbability which arises from the 
want of experience, and which Mr. Hume represents as invincible by human testimony. 

“Tt is not like alleging a new law of nature, or a new experiment in natural philosophy ; 
because when these are related, it is expected that, under the same circumstances, the same 
effect will follow universally ; aud in proportion as this expectation is justly entertained, the 
want of a corresponding experience negatives the history. But to expect concerning a mira- 
cle, ihat it should-succeed upon a repetition, is to expect that which would make it cease to 
be a miracle, which is'contrary to its nature as such, and would totally destroy the use and 
purpose for which it was wrought. 

“The force of experience as an objection to miracles, is founded in the presumption, either 
that the course of nature is invariable, or that, if it be ever varied, variations will be frequent 
and general. Has the necessity of this alternative been demonstrated? Permit us to call the 
course of nature the agency ofan intelligent Being; and is there any good reason for judging 
this state of the case to be probable? Ought we not rather to expect, that such a Being, on 
occasions of peculiar importance, may interrupt the order which he had appointed, yet, that 
such occasions should return seldom; that these interruptions, consequently, should be con- 
fined to the experience of a few; that the waht of it, therefore, in many, should be matter 
neither of surprise nor objection? _ 

“But as a continuation of the argument from experience, it is said, that when we advance 
accounts of miracles, we assign effects without causes, or we attribute effects to causes inade- 
quate to the purpose, orto causes, of the operation of which we have no experience. Of 
what causes, we may ask, and of what effects does the objection speak? If it be answered, 
that when we ascribe the cure of’the palsy to a touch, of blindness to the anointing of the eyes 
with clay, or the raising of the dead to a word, we lay ourselves open.to this imputation; we 
reply, that we ascribe no such effects to such causes. We perceive no virtue or energy im 
these things more than in other things of the same kind. 'They are merely signs, to connect 
the miracle with its end. The effect we ascribe simply to the volition of the Deity; of whose 
existence and’ power, not to say of whose presence and agency, we have previous and inde- 
pendent proof. _We have, therefore, all we seek’for in the works of rational agents—a suf- 
ficient power and an adequate motive. In a word, once believe that there is a God, and 
miracles are not incredible! : 

“Mr, Hume states the case of miracles to be, a contest of opposite improbabilities; that is 
to say, a question'whether it be more improbable that the miracle should be true, or the 
testimony false; and this I think a fair account ofthe controversy. But herein I remark a 
want of argumentative justice, that, in describing the improbability of miracles, he suppresses 
all those circumstances of extenuation which result from our knowledge of the existence, 
power, and disposition of the Deity; his ‘concern in the creation; the end answered by the 
miracle ; the importance of that end, and its subserviency to the plan pursued in the works of 
nature. As Mr, Hume has represented the question, miracles are alike incredible to him who 
is previously assured of the constant agency of a Divine Being, and to him who believes that 
no such Being exists in the universe. They are equally incredible, whether related to have 
been wrought upon occasions the most deserving, and for purposes the most beneficial, or for 
no assignable end whatever, or for an end confessedly trifling or pernicious. This sue 
cannot be a correct statement. In adjusting also the other side of the balance, the strengt 
and weight of testimony, this author has provided an answer to every possible accumulation 
of historical proof, by telling us that we are not obliged to explain how the story or the 
evidence arose. Now I think that we are obliged; not, perhaps, to show by positive accounts 
how it did, but by a probable hypothesis how it might so happen. The existence of the 
testimony is a phenomenon; ‘the truth of the fact solves the phenomenon, If we reject this 
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solution, we ought to have some other to-rest in; and. none, even by our adversaries, cam be 
admitted, which is not consistent with the principles that regulate human affairs and human 
conduct at present, or which makes men then to have been a different kind of beings from 
what they are now. \ - Se = ite ] 
“But the short consideration which, independently of every other, convinces me that there 
is no solid foundation for Mr. Hume’s conclusion, is the following: When a theorem is pro- 
posed to a mathematician, the first thing he does with it is to try it upon a simple case} and 
if it produce a false result, he is sure that there is some mistake ithe demonstration. Now, 
to‘proceed in this way with what may be called Mr. Hume’s theorem,—If twelve men, whose 
probity and good sense I had long known, should seriously and cireumstantially relate to me 


vi 
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‘should be deceived: if the governor of the country, hearing a rumour of this account, should 
eall these men into his presence, and offer them a short proposal, either to confess the 
imposture, or submit to be tied up to‘a gibbet; if they should-refuse with one voice to 
acknowledge that there existed any-falsehood or imposture in the case; if this threat were 
communicated to them separately, yet with no different effect; if it was at last executed; if 
I myself saw them, one after another, consenting to be racked, burnt, or strangled, rather than 
give up the truth of their account; still, if Mr. Hume’s rule be my guide, I am not to believe 
them. Now I undertake to say, that there exists not a Skeptic m the world who would not 
believe them, or who would defend such incredulity.” (7) : ; , pas 

“The essayist,” says the Bishop of Llandaff, “who has most elaborately drawn out this 
argument, perplexes the subject, by attempting to adjust, ina sort of metaphysical balance 
of his own invention, the degrees of probability restlting from what he is pleased to call 
opposite experiences ; viz. the experience of men’s veracity, on the one hand, and the experience 
of the firm and unalterable constitution of the laws of nature, on the other. But the fallacy 
in this mode of reasoning is obvious... For, in the first place, miracles can, at most, only be 
contrary to the experience of those who never saw them performed: To say, therefore, that 
they are contrary to general experience, (including, as it should seem, the experience even of 
those who profess to have seen and to have examined them,) is to assume the very point in 
question. And, in the next place, it is equally fallacious to allege against them, the experience 
of the unalterable constitution of the laws of nature; because, unless the fact be previously 
investigated, whether those laws have ever been altered or suspended, this is likewise a 


gratuitous assumption, 

“Tn truth this boasted balance of probabilities could only be employed with effect, in the 
cause of infidelity, by counterpoising, against the testimony of those who professed to have 
seen miracles, the testimony of those (if any such were to be found) who, under the cireum- 
stances, and with the same opportunities of forming a judgment, professed to have been 
convinced, that the things which they saw. were nor miracles, but mere impostures and delu- 
sions, Here would be indeed experience against experience: and a Skeptic might be well 
employed in estimating the comparative weight-of the testimony on either side; in order to 
judge of the credibility or ineredibility of the things proposed to his belief. But when he 
weighs only the experience of those, to whom the opportunity of judging of a miracle b 
personal observation has never been afforded, against the experience of those who declare 
themselves to be eyewitnesses of the fact; instead of opposite experiences, properly so called, 
is only balancing total inexperience on the one ‘Rand, against positive experience on the 
other. * 

“Nor will it avail any thing to say, that this particular inexperience of those who have 
never seen miracles, is compensated by their general experience of the unalterable course of 
nature. For, as we have already observed, this is altogether a mere petitio principii. It is 
arguing, upon a supposition wholly incapable of proof, that the course of nature is indeed so 
unalterably fixed, that even God himself, by whom its laws were ordained, cannot, when he 
sees fit, suspend their operation. : ce : 

_““There is therefore a palpable fallacy, (however a subtle metaphysician may attempt to 
disguise it by ingenious sophistry,) in representing the experience of mankind as being opposite 
to the testimony on which our belief of miracles‘is founded. ‘For, the opposite experiences, as . 
they are called, are not contradictory to each other; since ‘there is’ (as has been justly - 
observed) ‘no inconsistency in believing them both. A miracle necessarily ‘supposes an 
established and generally unaltered (though not unalterable) course of things; for, in its inter- 
ception of such a course lies the very essence of a miracle, as here understood. Our expe- 
rience, therefore, of the course of nature leads us to expect its continuance, and to act accord- 
ingly; but it does not set aside any proofs, from valid testimony, of a deviation from it: 
Neither can our being personally unacquainted with a matter of fact, which took place a 
thousand years ago, or in a distant part of the world, warrant us in disbelieving the testimony 
of personal witnesses of the fact. Common sense revolts at the absurdity of considering one 
man's ignorance or Imexperience as a counterpoise to another man’s knowledge and experience 


of a matter of fact. Yet on no better foundation does this favourite argument of infidels 
appear to rest.” 


to of a miracle wrought before their eyes, and in which it was impossible that they 
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FIRST.) - THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. 4B 
+ Ane fs a 


"Phe substance of Dr. Campbéll’s answer to Mr. Hume’s argument has been thus given :* 

- “The evidence arising from human testimony is not solely derived from experience: on the 
contrary, testimony has a natural influence on belief, antecedent to experience. The early 
and unlimited assent given to testimony by children, gradually contracts as they advance in 
life; it is therefore more consonant to truth to say, that our diffidence in testimony is the 
result of experience, than that our faith in it has this foundation. Besides, the uniformity of 
experience in favour of any fact is not a proof against its being reversed in‘a particular 
instance. The evidence arising from the single testimony of a man of known verad ie 
go farther to establish a belief of its being actually reversed. If his testimony be confirmed by 
a few others of the same character, we cannot withhold our assent to the truth of it, Now, 
though the operations of nature are governed by uniform laws, and though we have not the 
testimony of our senses in favour of any violation of them; still, if in particular instances 1 
have the testimony of thousands of our fellow creatures, and those, too, men of strict int grity,, 3 
swayed by no motives of ambition or interest, and governed by the principles of common ~ 
sense, that they were actually witnesses of these violations, the constitution of our nature 
obliges us to believe them. ’ hie ae 

“Mr. Hume’s reasoning is founded upon too limited a view of the laws and course‘of nature. 
If we consider things duly, we shall find that lifeless matter is utterly incapable of obeying 
any laws or of being endued with any powers ; and, therefore, what is usually called the course 
of nature, can be nothing else than the arbitrary will and pleasure of Ged, acting continually 
upon matter according to certain rules of uniformity, still bearing a relation to contingencies. 
So-that it is as easy for the Supreme Being to alter what men think the course of nature, as 
to preserve it. ‘Those effects, which are produced on the world regularly and indesinently, 
and which are usually termed the works of nature, prove the constant providence of the Deity; 
these, on the contrary, which, upon any extraordinary occasion, are produced in such a 
manner as it is manifest could not have been either by human power, or by what is called 
chance, prove undeniably the immediate interposition of the Deity on that especial occasion, 
God, it must be recollected, is the Governor of the moral as well as of the physical world ; and 
since the moral well-being of the universe is of more consequence than its physical order and ~ 
regularity, it follows obviously, that the laws, confermably with which the’ material world 
seems generally to be regulated, are subservient and may occasionally yield to the laws by 
which the moral world is governed. Although, therefore, a miracle is contrary to the usual 
course of nature, (and would indeed lose its beneficial effect if it were not so,) it ‘camot, thence 
be inferred, that it is ‘a violation of the laws of nature, allowing the term to include a regard 
to moral tendencies. The law’ by which a wise and holy God governs the world, cannot 
(unless he is pleased to reveal them) be learnt in any other way than from testimony; since, 
on this supposition, nothing but testimony can bring us acquainted with the whole series of his 
dispensations ; and this kind of knowledge’ is absolutely necessary previously to our correctly 
inferring those laws. Testimony, therefore, must be admitted as constituting the principal 
means of discovering the real laws by which the uniyerse has been regulated; that testimony 
assures us, that the apparent course of nature has often been interrupted to produce important 
moral effects; and we must not at random disregard such testimony, because in estithating its 

redibility we ought to look almost infinitely more at the moral than at the physical circum- 
stances connected with any particular event.” (8) Ate 

Such evidence as that of miracles, transmitted to distant times by satisfactory testimony, a 
revelation may then receive. The fitness of this kindof evidence to render that revelation an 
instant and universal benefit, wherever it comes, is equally apparent; for, as Mr. Locke 
observes, (9) “The bulk of mankind have not leisure nor capacity for demonstration, nor can 


(8) It would be singular, did we not know the inconsistencies of error, that Mr. Hume himself, as Dr. 
Campbell shows, gives’ up his own argument, } 4 : 5) TEBE 

“TY own,” these are his words, “there may possibly be miracles, or violations of the usual course of nature, 
of such a kind as to admit a proof from human testimony, though. perhaps [in this he is modest enough, he 
avers nothing ; perhaps] it will be impossible to find any such in all the récords of history.” To this decla- 
ration he subjoins the following supposition : “Suppose all authors, in all languages, agree that from the first 
of January, 1600, there was a total darkness over the whole earth for eight days; suppose that the tradition 
of this extraordinary event is still strong and lively among the people; that all travellers, who return from 
foreign countries, bring us accounts of the same traditions, without the least variation or contradiction: itis 
evident that our present philosophers, instead of doubting of that fact, ought to receive it for certain, and 
ought to search for the causes whence it might be derived.”—Could one imagine that the person who had 
made the above acknowledgment, a person too who is justly allowed by all who are acquainted with his 
writings to possess uncommon penetration and philosophical abilities, that this were the same individual who 
had so short a while before affirmed, that “a miracle,” or a violation of the course of al supported by 
oe human testimony, is more properly a subject.of derision than of argument.” Zz 

he objection “that successive testimony diminishes, and that so rapidly as to command no assent after ” 

a few centuries at most,” deserves not so full a refutation, since it is evident, that “téstimony continues credi- 
ble so long as it is transmitted with all those circumstances and conditions which first procured it a certain 
degree of merit among men. Who complains of a decay of evidence in-rélation to the actions of Alexander, 

annibal, Porapey, or Cesar? ‘We never hear persons wishing they had lived ages earlier, that they might 

e had better proof that Cyrus was the Gonqueror of Babylon ; that Darius was beaten In several battles 
by Alexander,” &c.—See Dr. O. Gracory’s Letters on the Christian Revelation, vol, 1p. 196, 
(9) Reasonableness of Christianity. : ; 
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they carry a train of proofs; but as to the Worker of miracles, all his commands become 
principles, there needs*no other proof of what he says, but that he said it, and there needs no - 
more than to read the inspired books to be instructed.” _ Ri SRS 

) Having thus shown, that miracles are possible; that under certain circumstances their 
reality may be ascertained; that, when accompanied by other circumstances which we have 
also mentioned, they are connected with a definite end, and connect themselves with the 
Divine mission of those who perform them, and with the truth of their doctrine; that as facts 
they are the subjects of human testimony, and that credible testimony respecting them lays a 
competent foundation for our belief in them, and in those revelations which they are clearly 
designed to attest,—the way is prepared for the consideration of the miracles recorded in 
Scripture. ; 

Y cemecr is the other great branch of the External evidence of a revelation; and the 
nature and force of that kind of evidence may fitly be pointed out before either the miracles or 
prophecies of the Bible are examined: for by ascertaining the general principles on which this 
kind of evidence rests, the consideration of particular cases will be rendered more easy and 
satisfactory. : , ae 

No argument 4 priort against the possibility of prophecy can be attempted by any one who’ 
believes in the existence and infinitely perfect nature of God. : 

The Infidel author of ‘The Moral Philosopher,” .indeed, rather.insinuates than attempts 
fully to establish a dilemma with which to perplex those who regard prophecy as one of the 
proofs of a Divine revelation. He thinks that either prophecy must respect “events necessary, 
as depending upon necessary causes, which might be certainly foreknown and predicted ;” or 
that, if human actions are free, and effects contingent, the possibility of prophecy must be 
given up, as it implies foreknowledge, which, if granted, would-render them necessary, 

The first part of this objection would be allowed, were there no.predictions to be adduced 
in favour of a professed revelation, except such as related to events which human experience 
has taught to be dependent upon some cause, the-existence and necessary operation of which 
are within the compass of human knowledge. But to foretel such events would not be to 
prophesy, any more than to say, that it will be light to-morrow at noon, or that on a certain 
day and hour next year there will occur an eclipse of the sun or moon, when that event has 
been previously ascertained by astronomical calculation. : ot ale is 

If, however, it were allowed, that all events depended upon a chain of necessary causes, 
yet, in a variety of instances, the argument from prophecy would not be.at all affected ; for 
the foretelling of necessary results in certain circumstances is beyond human. Intelligence, 
because they can only be known to him by whose power those necessary causes on which 
they depend have been arranged, and who has prescribed the times of their operation. To 
borrow a case, for the sake of illustration, from the Scriptures, though the claims of their 
predictions are not now in question; let us allow that such a prophecy: as that of Isaiah 
respecting the. taking of Babylon by Cyrus was uttered, as it purports to be, more than a cen- 
tury before Cyrus was born, and that all the actions of Cyrus, and his army, and those of the 
Babylonian monarch and his people, were necessitated ; is it ta be maintained, that the chain 
of necessitating causes running through more than a century could be. eee cil human 
mind, so as to describe the precise manner in which that fatality would unfold itself, even to 
the turning of the river, the drunken carousal of the inhabitants, and the neglect of shutting 
the gates of the city? This, being by uniform and universal experience known to be above 
all human apprehension, would therefore prove that*the prediction was made in consequence 
of a communication from a superior and Divine Intelligence. Were events therefore subjected 
to invincible fate and necessity, there might nevertheless be prophecy. / 

The other branch of the dilemma is founded on the notion, that if we allow the moral free 
dom of human actions, prophecy is impossible, because eertain foreknowledge is contrary te 
that freedom, and fixes and renders the event necessary. 

To this the reply is, that the objection is founded on a false assumption, the Divine fore- 
knowledge having no more influence’in effectuating, or making certain any event, than human 
Toxplmnovelidlae in the degree in which it may exist; there being no moral causality at all in 
knowledge,‘ This lies in the will, which is the determining acting principle in every agent ; 
or, as Dr. Samuel Clarke has expressed it in answer to another kind of objector, “ God’s 
infallible judgment concerning contingent truths does no more alter the nature of the things and 
cause them to be necessary, than our judging right at any time concerning a contingent truth, 
makes it cease to be contingent ; or than our science of a present truth is any cause of its being 
either true.or present. Here, therefore, lies the fallacy of our author’s argument. Because 
from God's foreknowing the existence of things depending upon a chain of necessary causes, it 
follows, that the existence of the things must needs be necessary; therefore from God’s 
judging infallibly concerning things which depend not on necessary but free causes, he con- 
cludes, that these things also depend not upon free but necessary causes. Contrary, I say, to 
the supposition in the argument, for it must not be first supposed, that things are in their own 
nature necessary; but from the power of judging infallibly concerning free events, it must be 
pared that things, otherwise supposed free, will thereby unavoidably become necessary.” 

he whole question lies in this, Is the simple knowledge of an action a necessitating cause of 
the action? And the answer must be in the negative, as every man’s consciousness will 
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assure him. If the causality of influence, either immediate, or by the arrangement of compel- 
lng s, be mixed up with this, the ground is shifted; and it is no longer a question 
which respects simple prescience. . ay 

‘This metaph fal objection having no foundation in truth, the force of the evidence, 
arising from predictions of events,, distant, and out of the power of human sagacity to antici- 
pate, and uttered as authentications of a Divine commission, is apparent. “Such predictions, 
wheiher in the form of declaration, description, or representation of things future,” as Mr. Boyle 
justly observes, “are supernatural things, and may properly be ranked among miracles.” (1) 
For when, for instance, the events are distant many years or ages from the uttering of the 
prediction itself, depending on causes not so much as existing when the prophecy was spoken 
and recorded, and likewise upon various circumstances and a long arbitrary series of things, 
and the fluctuating uncertainties of human volitions, and especially when they depend not at 
all upon any external circumstances, nor upon any created being, but arise merely from the 
counsels and appointment of God himself,—such events can be foreknown only by that Being, 
one of whose attributes is Omniscience, and can be foretold/by him only to whom the ‘‘ Father 
of lights” shall reveal them: .so that whoever: is manifestly endued with that predictive 
power, must, in that instance, speak and act by Divine inspiration, and what he pronounces 
of that kind must be received as the word of God, nothing more being necessary to assure us 
of this, than credible testimony that such predictions were uttered before the event, or 
conclusive evidence that the records which contain them are of the antiquity to which they 
pretend. (2) 


CHAPTER X. 


Tur EvIiDENCES NECESSARY TO AUTHENTICATE a RevELATION.—Internal Evidence.—Colla- 
teral Evidence. : 


Tue second kind of evidence, usually considered as necessary for the attestation of a Divine 
revelation, is called Internal evidence. = 

This kind of evidence has been already described to be that which arises from the consider- 
ation of the doctrines taught, as being consistent with the character of God, and tending to 
promote the virtue and happiness of man, the ends for which a revelation of the will of God 
was needed, and for which it must have been given, if it be considered as an act of grace and 
mercy. z : 

This subject, like the two branches of the External evidence, miracles and prophecy, involves 
important general principles; and it may require to be the more carefully considered, as 
opinions have run into extremes. By some it has been doubted, whether what is called “the 
Internal evidence,” that is, the excellence of the doctrines and tendency of a revelation, ought 
to be ranked with the leading evidence of miracles and prophecy, seeing that the proof from 
miracles and from prophecy is decisive and absolute. For the same reason, however, prophecy 
might be excluded from the rank of leading evidence, inasmuch as miracles of themselves are, 
in their evidence, decisive and absolute. If, however, it were contended, that proofs from 
miracles, prophecy, and internal evidence, are jointly necessary to constitute sufficient proof of 
the truth of a revelation, there would be reason to-dispute the position, understanding by 
&¢ sufficient evidence” that degree of proof which would render it highly unreasonable, perverse, 
and culpable, in any one to reject the authority of the revelation. ‘This evidence is afforded 
by miracles alone ; for if there be any force at all'‘in the argument from miracles, it goes to the 
full length of rational proof of a Divine attestation, and that both to him who personally 
witnesses the performance of a real miracle, and to him to whom it is credibly testified; and 
nothing more is absolutely necessary to enforce a rational conviction. But if it should please 
the Divine Author of a revelation.to superadd the further evidence of prophecy, and also that 
of the obvious truth, and beneficial tendency, of many parts of this revelation, circumstances 
which must necessarily be often apparent, it ought not to be disregarded in the argument in 
its favoux, nor thought of trifling import ; since, though it may not be necessary to establish a 
rational atd sufficient proof, it may have a secondary necessity, to arouse attention, to leave 
objectors more obviously without excuse, and also to accommodate the revelation to that 
variety which exists in the mental constitutions of men, one mind being excited to attention, 
and disposed ty conviction, more forcibly by one species of proof than by another. 

In strict propriety, therefore, miracles may be considered as the primary evidence of the 
truth of a revelation, and every other speciés of proof as confirmatory. Prophecy and_ the 
Internal evidence are leading evidences, but neither of them stand in the foremost place. The 
same abundance of proof we perceive in nature, for the demonstration of the being and attri- 
bytes of God. Proofs of the existence of a First Cause, almighty and infinitely wise, more 
than what is logically sufficient, surround us every where ; but who can doubt, that if half the 


( ) Boyte’s Christian Virtuoso. ¢ eae ] 
(2) Vide Carman’s Eusebius, p. 158; Cupwortn’s Intellect. Syst. p. 866; VITRINGA in Isa, cap. 41 
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instances of infinite power and wisdom which are seen in the material. universe weve 
annihilated, there would not be sufficient evidence to demonstrate both these, as perfections of — 
the Maker of the universe? : : 5 <> é 
* - On the other hand, the proof drawn from the Internal evidence by others has been placed 
first in order, and the force of the evidence from miracles and prophecy is by them made to 
depend upon the excellence of the doctrine which they are brought forward to confirm, and 
which ought first to.be ascertained. Nothing, say they, is to be received as a revelation fron) 
God which does not contain doctrines worthy of the Divine character, and tending to-promote 
the good of mankind.—‘ A necessary mark of a religion coming from God is, that the duties 
it enjoins are all such as are agreeable to our natural notions of God, and perfective of the 
nature, and conducive to the happiness of man.” (3) x Pre a 

Now, though it must be instantly granted, that in a revelation from God, there will be 
nothing contrary to his own character; and that, when it is made in the way of a merciful 
dispensation, it will contain nothing but what tends to. perfect the nature, and promote the 
happiness of his creatures; it is clear, that to try a professed revelation by our own notions, 
as to what is worthy of God and beneficial to mankind, is to assume, that, independent of a 
revelation, we know what God is, or we cannot say what is worthy or unworthy of him; 
and that we know, too, the character and relations and wants of man so perfectly as to deter- 
mine what is beneficial to him; in other words, this supposes that we are in circumstances 
not greatly to need supernatural instruction. ' 3 aan fe: 

Another objection to the Internal evidence bemg made the primary test of a revelation is, 
that it renders the external testimony nugatory, or comparatively unimportant. ‘ Surely,” 
observes a late ingenious writer, “in a system which purports to be a revelation from heaven, 
and to contain a history of God’s dealings with men, and to develope truths with regard to 
the moral government of the universe, the knowledge and belief of which will lead to happi- 
ness here and hereafter, we may expect to find (if its pretensions are well founded) an evidence 
for its truth, which shall be independent of all external testimony.” (4) If this be true, the 
utility of the evidence of miracles is rendered very questionable. It is either unnecessary, or 
it is subordinate and dependent ; neither of which, by Christian divines at least, can be consist- 
ently maintained. The non-necessity of miracles cannot be asserted by them, because they 
believe them to have been actually performed; and that they are subordmate proofs, and 
dependent upon the sufficiency of the Internal evidence, is contradicted by the whole tenor 
of the Scriptures, which represent them as being in themselves an absolute demonstration of 
the mission and doctrine of the prophets, at whose instance they were performed, and ne F 
direct us to regard their doctrines as a test of the miracles. The miracles of Christ, it 
particular, were a demonstration, not a partial and conditional, but a complete and absolute — 
demonstration of his mission from God; and “it may be observed, with respect to all the 
miracles of the New Testament, that their divinity, considered in themselves, is always either 
expressly asserted, or manifestly implied: and they are accordingly urged as a decisive and 
absolute proof of the divinity of the doctrine and testimony of those who perform them, 
without ever taking into consideration the nature of the doctrine, or of the testimony to be 
confirmed.” : — : 

Against this mode of stating the Internal evidence, there lies also this logical objection, 
that it is arguing in a circle ;—the miracles are proved, by the doctrine, and then the doctrine 
by the miracles; an objection, from which those who have adopted the notion either of the 
superior or the co-ordinate rank of the Internal ev®lence, have not, with all their ingenuity 
and effort, fairly escaped. fg BF = 

Miracles must, therefore, be considered as the leading and absolute evidence of a revelation 
from God; and “what to me,” says a sensible writer, “is, @ priori, a strong argument of 
their being so, is the manifest inconsistency of the other hypotheses with the very condition of 
that people for whose sake God should raise up at any time his extraordinary messengers, 
endued with such miraculous powers. For if God ever favours mankind with such a special 
revelation of his will, and instructions from heaven, in a way supernatural, it is certainly in 
that unhappy juncture when the principles and practices of mankind are so miserably depraved 
and corrupted, as to want the light and assistance of revelation extremely, and are (bamanly 
speaking) utterly incorrigible without it. Now, to say that, in these particular cireunstances, 
men are not to depend on any real miracles, but, before they admit them as evidence of the 
prophet’s Divine mission, they must carefully examine his doctrine, to sce if it be perfectly 
good and true, is either to suppose these people furnished with principles aad knowledge 
requisite for that purpose, contrary, pot blank, to the real truth of their ease; or else it is to 
assert, that they who are utterly destitute of principles and knowledge requisite for that work, 
must, nevertheless, undertake it without them, and judge of the truth of the prophet’s doctrine 
and authority by their false principles of religion and morality ; which, in short, is to fix them 
immovably where they are already, in old erroneous principles, against any new and true 
ones that should be offered. Especially with the bulk of mankind, full of darkness and — 
prejudice, this must unavoidably be the consequence ; and the more they wanted a reforma- 
tion in principle, the less capable would they be of receiving it in this method. Thus, for 


(3) Dr. S, CLARKE. (4) Exsxine on the Internal Evidence, é&, 
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instance: were a. teacher sent from heaven, with si and wonders, to a nation of idolaters, on 
and a instructed to regard no mira of his whatsoever, till they were fully 
ati the goodnes of his doctrine its easy to foresee by what re they would prove his 
doctrine, and what success he would meet with among likewise 


bet idcevege 5th e, ot te wir = twenty proselytes in a nation.” (5) 
y rs A hg iad diasote WAic’y pitt 1c Tb tisewe pate ohecs, Wad vs ths Yale Qe ie 
evidence of a Divine revelation. ~ ; : 


. In the first place, a hypothetic case has been assumed, and it has been asked, “ If a doctrine, 
absurd and wicked, should be attested by miracles, is it to be-admitted as divine, upon their 
authority?” The answer.is, that this is a case which cannot in the nature of things occur, and 
cannot, therefore, be made thé basis of eri argument. We have seen already, that a real 
miracle can be wrought by none but God, or by his commission, because the contrary suppo- 
sition would exclude him the government of the world which he has made and preserves. 
ex a real miracle takes place, therefore, in attestation of any doctrine, chaeeeazne 
cannot be either unreasonable or impious; and if it should appear so to us, after the reality 
of the, miracle is ascertained, which is not propable ordinarily, our judgment must be erroneous. 
The miracle proves the doctrine, or the ground on which miracles are allowed to have any 
force of evidence at all, cither supreme or subordinate, absolute or dependent, must be given 
up; for their evidence consists in this—that they are the works. of God. 
The second cause of the error has been, that the rational evidence of the truths contain 
a revelation has been confounded with the ovthenticating evidence. When once an exhibi 
of the character, plans, and laws of God is made, though in their nature totally undiscover- 
able by human faculties, they carry to the reason of ran, so far as they are of a nature to be 
comprehended by it, the démonstration which accompanies truth of any other kind. For as 
the eye is formed to receive light, the ratione] powers of man are formed to receive conviction 
when the congruity of propositions is made evident. This ig rational, but it is not authenti- 
cating evidence. Let us suppose that there is no external testimony of miracles or prophecy, 
voud to attest that the teacher through whom we receive those doctrines which appear 
us so sublime, so important, so true, received them from God, with a mission toi / 
He himself has no means of knowing them to be from God, or of distinguishing them 
some train of thought, into which his mind has been carried by its own force; 
if he had, have-we any means of concluding that they are more than the opinions of a 
mind, rior in vigour and grasp to our own. They may be true, but they are not attested 
to be divine. We have no guarantee of their infallible truth, because ovr own rational pow- 
ers are not infallible, nor those of the most gifted human mind, “Add then the external testi~ 
mony, and we have the ottestation required. The rational évidence of the doctrine is the same 
in both cases; but the rational evidence, though to us it is as far, and only as far, as we cap. 
claim infallibility for our judgment, the poet of the trath of the doctrine, is no proof at all that 
God has revealed it. In the external testimony alone that proof is found: the degree of 
rational evidence we have of the truth and excellency of the doctrine may be a further com- 
rmendation of it to us, but it is no part of its authority. 

‘From this distinction, the relative importance of the External and the Internal evidence of a 
revelation may be farther illustrated. Rational evidence of the doctrines proposed to us, 
when it can be had, goes to establish their truth, so far as we can pened upon our judg 
ment; but the external testimony, if satisfactory, establishes their Divine authority, and there- 
fore their absolute truth, and leaves us no appeal. Still further, a revelation, dependent upon 
Internal evidence only, could contain no doctiines, and enjoin no duties, of which th 
evidence to ovr reason should be complete. The least objection grounded on a plausible 
contrary reason would weaken their force, and the absence of a-clear perception of their 
pss ome with some previous principles, admitted as true, would be the absence of all evidence 
of their truth whatever. On the other hand, a revelation, with rational proof of a Divine 
attestation, renders our instruction in many doctrines and duties possible, the rational 
evidence of whose truth is wanting; and as some doctrines may be true, and highly important 
to us, which are not capable of this kind of proof, that is, which are not so fully known as to 
be compared with any received propositions, and determined by them, our knowledge is, in 
this way, greatly enlarged: the benefits of revelation are extended; and the whole becomes 
obligatory, oe therefore efficient to moral purposes, because it bears upon it the seal of an 
infallible authority. i ty 

firmer ground on which a revelation, founded upon reasonable external proof of 
authority, rests, is also obvious. The doctrines in which we need to be instructed are, the 
nature of God ; our own relations to that invisible Being ; his will concerning us; the means 
of obtaining or securing his fevour; the principles of his government; and pg ea 
These and others of a similar kind involve great difficulties, as the history of 
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ledge among mankind sufficiently proves; and that, not_only among those who never had the 
benefits of the Biblical revelation on these subjects, but-among.those who, not considering it 
as an authority, have indulged the philosophising spirit, and judged-of these doctrines merely 
- by their rational evidence. This, from the nature of things, appearing under different views 

to different minds, has produced almost as much contrariety of opinion among them, as we 
find among the sages of Pagan antiquity. The mere rational proof of the truth of such’ doc- 
trines being therefore, from its nature, in many important respects obscure, and hable to 
diversity of opinion, would lay but a very precarious and shifting foundation for faith in any 
revelation from God suited to remove the ignorance of man on points soimportant.in doctrine, 
and so essential to an efficient religion and morality. = pre rides 

On the other hand, the process of obtaining a rational proof of the Divine attestation of a 
doctrine, by miracles for instance, is of the most simple and decisive kind, and gives to unbelief 
the character of obvious -perverseness and inconsistency. Perverseness, because there is a 
clear opposition of the will rather than of the judgment m the case; inconsistency, because a 
much lower degree of evidence is, by the very objectors, acted upon in. their most import- 
ant concerns in life. For who that saw the dead raised. to life, in-an’ appeal to the Lord of 
life, in confirmation of a doctrine professing to be taught by his authority, but must, unless 
wilful perverseness interposed, acknowledge a Divine testimony ; and who that. heard the fact 
reported on the testimony of honest men and competent observers, under circumstances in 
which no illusion can take place, but must be charged with inconsistency, should he treat the 
report, with skepticism, when, upon the same kind and quantum of evidence, he would so 
credit.any report as to his own affairs, as to risk the greatest interests upon it? In difficult 
doctrines, of a kind to give rise to a variety of opinions, the rational evidence is accompanied 
with doubt; in such a case as that. of the miracle we have supposed, it rests on principles sup- 
ported by the universal and constant experience of mankind :—1. That the raising of the dead 
1s above human power: 2. That men, unquestionably virtuous in every other respect, are not 
likely to propagate.a deliberate falsehood: and 3. That it contradicts all the known motives 
to action in human nature, that they should do so, not only without advantage, but at the 
hazard of reproach, persecution, and death. The evidence of such an attestation is therefore 
as indubitable as these principles themselves. “t 

The fourth kind of evidence, by which a revelation from God may be confirmed, is the 
Collateral ; on which at present we need not say more than adduce some instances, merely to 
illustrate this kind of testimony. Sh } Lata 

The Collateral evidence of a revelation from God may be its agreement in principle with 
every former revelation, should previous revelations have been vouchsafed—that it was 
obviously suited to the circumstances of the world at the time of its: communication—that it 
is adapted to effect the great moral ends which it purposes, and has actually effected them— 
that if it contain a record of facts, as well as of doctrines, those historical facts agree with the 
credible traditions and histories of the same times—that monuments, either natural or insti+ 
tuted, remain to attest the truth of its history—that adversaries have made concessions in its 
favour—and that, should it profess to be a universal and ultimate revelation of the will and 
mercy of God to man, it maintains its adaptation to the case of the human race, and its 
efficiency, to the present day. These and many other cireumstances may be ranked under 
the head. of Collateral evidence, and some of them will in their proper place be applied to the 
Holy Scriptures. : : 


a 


‘HAPTER XI. 
Tue Usn anp LimiITatIon oF Reason IN RELIGION. 


Havine pointed out'the kind of evidence by which a revelation from God may be authen- 
ticated, and the. circumstances under which it ought to produce conviction and enforce 
obedience, it appears to be a natural order of proceeding to consider the subject of the title of _ 
this chapter, inasmuch as evidence of this kind, and for this-end, must be addressed to our _ 
reason, the only faculty which is capable of receiving it. But as to this office of our reason 
important limitations and rules must be assigned, it will be requisite to adduce and explain 
4 em. ; $ > Z 
~The present argument being supposed to be with one who believes in a God, the Lord and 
Governor of man, and that he is a Being of infinite perfections; our observations will have the 
advantage of certain first principles which that belief concedes. bai: dese 

We haye already adduced much presumptive evidence, that a revelation of the will of Go 
is essential to his moral government, and that such a revelation has actually been made. _We 
have also further considered the kind and degree of evidence which is necessary to ratify it. 
The means by which a conviction of its truth is produced, is the point before us. 

The subject to be examined is the truth of a religious and moral system professing to be 
from God, though communicated by men, who plead his authority for its promulgation. If 
there be any force in the preceding observations, we are not, in the first instance, to examing 
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the doctrine, in order to determine from our own opinion of its excellence whether it be from 
Ged, (for to this, if we need a revelation, we are incompetent,) but we are to inquire into the 
-eredentials of the messengers, in quest of sufficiént proof that God hath spoken to mankind by 
them. Should a slight consideration of the doctrine, either by its apparent excellence or the 
contrary, attract us strongly to this examination, it.is well: but whatever prejudices, for or 
‘against the doctrine, a report, or a hasty opinion, of its nature and tendency may inspire, our 
final judgment can only safely rest upon the proof which may be afforded of its Divine 
authority. If that be satisfactory, the case is- determined, whether the doctrine be pleasing or 
displeasing to us. If sufficient evidence be not afforded, we are at liberty to receive or reject 
the whole or any part of it as it may appear to us to be worthy of our regard; for it then 
stands on the same ground as any other merely human opinion. We are, however, to 
beware that this is done upon.a very solemn responsibility. 

The proof of the Divine authority ofa system of doctrine communicated under such circum- 
stances, is addressed to our reason, or in other’words it must be reasonable proof that in this 
revelation there has been a direct and special interposition of God. 

On the principles therefore. already laid down, that though the rational evidence of a doc- 
trine Jies in the doctrine itself, the rational proof ofthe Divine authority of a doctrine must be 
external to that doctrine; and that miracles and prophecy are appropriate and satisfactory 
attestations of such an authority whenever they occur, the use of human reason in this inquiry 
is apparent. The alleged miracles themselves are to-be examined, to determine whether they. 
are real or pretended, allowing them to haye been performed; the testimony of witnesses-is 
to be investigated, to determine whether they actually oceurred ; and if this testimony has 
been: put on record, we have-also to determine whether the record was at first faithfully made, 

and whether it has been carefully and uncorruptedly preserved. With respect to prophecy 
we are also to examine, whether the professed prophecy be a-real prediction of future events, 
er only an ambiguous and equivocal saying, capable of being understood in various ways; 
whether it relates to eyents which lie beyond the guess. of wise and observing men; whether 
it was uttered so long before the events predicted, that they could not be anticipated in the 
usual order of things; whether it was publicly or privately uttered; and whether, if put on 
record, that record has been faithfully kept. To these points must our consideration be 
directed, and to ascertain the strength of the proof is the important province of our reason or 
judgment. peptic 7 : 

, The second use. of reason respects the interpretation of the revelation thus authenticated ; 
and here the same rules are to be applied-as in the interpretation of any other statement or 
record: for as our only object, after thé authenticity of the revelation is established, is to dis- 
cover its sense, or in other words to ascertain what is declared unto us therein by God, our 
reason. or judgment is called to precisely the same office as when the meaning of any other 
document 1s in question. ‘The terms of the record are to be taken in their plain and commonly 
received sense ;—figures of speech are to. be interpreted with reference to the local peculiarities of the 
country in which the agents who wrote the record resided ;—idioms are to be understood according: 
to the genius. of the language employed ;—if any allegorical or mystical discourses occur, the key to 
them must be sought in the book itself, and not in our own fancies ;—what is obscure must be inter- 
preted by that which is plain ;—the scope and tenor of a discourse must be regarded, and no conclu- 
sion formed on passages detached from their. context, except they-are complete in their sense, or 
evidently intended as axioms and apophthegms. These and other rules, which respect the time 
and place when the record: was written; the circumstances of the writer and of those to whom 
he immediately addressed himself; local customs, &c, appear in this, and all other cases, 
so just and reasonable as to commend themselves to every sober man: and we rightly use 
our reason’in the interpretation of a received_revelation, when we conduct our inquiries into 
its meaning, by those plain common-sense rules which are adopted by all mankind when the 
meaning of other writings is to be ascertained. ‘ 

It has been added, as a rule of interpretation, that when a revelation is sufficiently attested, 
and in consequence of that admitted, nothing is to be deduced from it which is contrary to 
reason. As this rule is able to be greatly misunderstood, and has sometimes been pushed to 
injurious consequences, we shall consider it at some length; and point out the sense in which 
it may be safely admitted. : 

Some persons who advocate this principle of interpretation, appear to confound the reason 
of man, with the reason or nature of things, and the relations which subsist among them. 
These however can be known fully to God alone; and to use the term reason in this sense, 1s 
the same as to use it in the sense of the reason of God,—to an equality with which human 
reason cannot aspire. It may be the reverse of Divine reason, or a faint radiation from It, but 
never can it be full and perfect as the reason of a mind of perfect knowledge. It is admitted: 
that nothing can be revealed by God} as truth, contradictory of his knowledge, and of the 
nature of things themselves; but it follows not fronr this, that nothing should be contained mn 
that revelation contradictory of the limited and often erring reason of man. (6) 


(6) “It is the error of those who contend that all necessary truth is discoverable or demonstrable by: 
Reason, that they affirm of human reason in particular, what is only true of reason 77 general, or of reason 


In the abstract. To say, that whatever is true, must be either discoverable-or demonstrable by Reason, can 
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Another disti necessary to be made in order to.the right application of this rule is, 
that a doctrine which cannot be proved by our reason, is not, on that account, contrary either 
to the nature of things, gr even to reason itself. This is sometimes lost sight of, and that 
which has no evidence from our reason is hastily presumed to be against. it. Now rational 
investigation is a process by which we inquire into the. truth or falsehood of any thing by 

comparing it with what we intuitively, or by experience, know‘ to be true, or with that wh 

we have formerly demonstrated t¢ be so. By reason,” says Cicero, “Gwe are led from things 

apprehended and understood, to 1 2s not apprehended.” Rational pvt therefore consists in 

ne agreement, or disagreement of that which is compared with truths already supposed to be 

established. But there may be truths, the evidence of which can only be fully known to the 

Divine mind, and on which the reasoning or comparing faculty of an inferior nature. cannot, 

from their vastness or obscurity, be employed ; and- such truths there must be in any revela~ 

tion which treats of the nature and perfections of God; his will as to us,—and the relations 

we stand in to him, and to another state of being. As facts and doctrines, they are as much 

capable of revelation as if the whole reason of things ‘on which they are grounded were put 

into the revelation also; but they may be revealed as authoritative declarations, of which the 

process of proof is hidden, either because it transcends our faculties, or for other reasons, and 

we have therefore no rational evidence of their truth further than we have rational evidence 

that they eome from God, which is in fact a more powerful demonstration. That a revelation 

may contain truths of this transcendent nature must be allowed by all who have admitted its 

necessity, if they would be consistent, with themselves; for its necessity rests, In great part,’ 

upon the weakness of human reason. Hf our natural faculties could-have reached the truths 

thus exhibited to us, there had been no need of supernatural instruction; and if it has been 

vouchsafed, the degree depends upon the Divine will, and he may give a doctrine with its. 
reasons, or without them ; for surely the ground of our obligation to believe his word does not - 
rest upon our perception of the rational evidence of the truths he. requires us to believe. . If 

doctrines then be given without the reasons on which they rest, that is, without any apparent 

agreement with what is already known ; because the process:of proof must, in many eases, be 

a comparison of that which is too vast to be fully apprehended by us with something else 

which, because known by us, must be comparatively little, or perhaps in some of its qualities 

or relations of a different nature, so that no fit comparison of things so dissimilar can be 

instituted; this circumstance proves the absence of rational evidence to us; but it by no 

means follows, that the doctrine is incapable of rational proof, though probably no reason but 

that of God, or of a more exalted being than man in his present state, may be adequate to 

unfold it. : : 

It has indeed been maintained, that though our reason may be inadequate to the discovery 
of such truths as the kind of revelation we have supposed to be necessary must contain, yet; 
when aided by this revelation, it-is raised into so perfect a condition, that what appears 
incongruous to it ought to be concluded contrary to the revelation itself, This, to a certain 
extent, is true. When a doctrine is clearly revealed to us, standing as it does upon an infalli- 
ble authority, no contrary doctrine can ke true, whether found without ‘the record of the 
revelation, or deduced from it; for this is in fact no more than saying, that human opinions 
must be tried by Divine authority, and that revelation, must be consistent with itself ‘The 
test to which in this case, however, we subject a contradictory doctrine, so long as we adhere 
to the revelation, is formed of principlés which our reason did not furnish, but such as were 
communicated to us by supernatural interposition; and the judge to which we refer, is not, 
properly speaking, reason, but revelation. 2h 

But if this is meant, that our reason, once enlightened by the annunciation of the great 
iruths of revelation, can discever or complete, in all eases, the process of their rational. proof, 
that is, their conformity to the. nature and.truth of things, and is thus authorized to reject 
whatever cannot be thus harmonized with our own deductions from the leading truths thus 
revealed, so great a concession cannot be made to human ability. In many of the rules of 
morals, and the doctrines of religion too, it may be allowed, that a course of thought is opened 
which may be pursued to the enlargement of the rational evidence of the doctrines taught, but 
not as to what concerns many of the attributes of God ; his purposes concerning the human 
race; some of his most important procedures toward us; and the future destiny of man, 
When once it is revealed that man is a creature, we cannot but perceive the reasonableness of 
our being governed by the law of our Creator; that this is founded im his right and our duty; 
and that, when we are concerned with a wise and gracious and just Governor, what is our duty 
must of necessity be promotive of our happinéss. But if the revelation should contain any 
declarations as to the nature of the Creator himself, as that he is eternal and selfexistent and 
im every place; and that he knows all things ; the thoughts thus suggested, the doctrines thus 
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only be affirmed of an all-penfect reason ; and is therefore predicated. of none but the Divine-intellect. So 
that, unless it can be shown that iwman reason is the same, in degree, as well as in kind, with Divine 
reason ; 3. e. commensurate with-it as to its powers, and equally incapable of error ; the inference from reason 
in the abstract, to human reason, is manifestly inconelusive. Nothing more is necessary to show the fallacy 
of this mode of arguing, than to urge the indisputable truth, that God is wiser than man, and has endued 
moan with only a portion of that faculty which he himself, and none other besides him, possesses in, absolute 
perfection.”—Van Mitpert’s Sermons at Boyle’s Lecture. = ; 
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stated, nakedly and authoritatively, are too-mysterious to be distinctly apprehended by us, 
and we are unable, by comparing them with any thing else, (for we know nothing with 
which we can compare them,) to acquire any clear views of the manner in which such a being 
exists, or why such perfections necessarily flow from his peculiar nature. If, therefore, the 
revelation itself does not state in addition to the mere facts that he is self-existent, omni- 
present, omniscient, &c, the manner in which the existence of such attributes harmonizes with 
‘the nature and reason of things, we cannot supply the ehasm and should we even catch some 
view of the rational evidence, which is not denied, we are unable to complete it ; our reason 
is not enlightened up to the full measure of these truths, nor on such subjects are we quite 
certain that some of our most rational deductions are perfectly sound, and we cannot, there- 
fore, make use of them as standards by which to try any doctrine, beyond the degree in 
which they are clearly revealed, and authoritatively stated to us. Other examples might be 
given, but these are‘sufficient for illustration. 

“These observations being made, it will be easy to assign definite limits to the rule, “that no 
doctrine in an admitted revelation is to be understood in a sense contrary to reason.” The 
only way in which such a rule can be safely received is, that nothing is to be taken as a true 
interpretation, when, as to the subject in question, we have sufficient knowledge to affirm, 
that the interpretation is contrary to the nature of things, which, in this case, it is also neces- 
sary to be assured that we have been able to ascertain. Of some things we know the nature 
without a revelation, inasmuch as they lie within the range of our own observation and 
experience, as that a human body cannot be in two places at the same time. Of other things 
we know the nature by revelation, and by that our knowledge is enlarged. If, therefore, 
from some figurative passages of a revelation, any person, as the Papists, should affirm, that 
wine is human blood, or that a human body can be in two places at the same time, it is 
contrary to our reason, that is, not to mere opinion, but to the nature of something which we 
know so well, that we are bound to reject the interpretation as an absurdity. If, again, any 
were to interpret passages which speak of God as having the form of man to mean, that he 
has merely a local presence, our reason has been taught by revelation, that God is a spirit, 
and exists every where, that is, so far we have been taught the nature of things as to God, 
ihat we reject the interpretation, as contrary to what hasbeen so clearly revealed, and resolve 
every anthropomorphite expression we.may find in the revelation into figurative and accom- 
modated language. In the application of this rule, when even thus limited, care is, however, 
to be.taken, that we distinguish what is capable of being tried by it. If we -compare one 
thing with another, in order to determine whether it agrees with, or differs from it, it is not 
enough that we have sufficient knowledge of that with which we compare it, and which we 
have made the standard of judgment. It is also necessary, that the things compared should 
be of the same nature; and, that the comparison should be made in the same respects. We 
take for illustration the case just given. . Of two bodies we can affirm, that they cannot be in 
the same place at the same time; but we cannot affirm that of a body and a spirit, for we 
know what relation bodies have to place and to each other, but we do not know what rela- 
tion spirits have to each other, or to space. This may illustrate the first rule. ‘The second 
demands, that the comparison be made in the same respect. If we affirm.of two bodies, one 
of a round, and the other of a square figure, that their figure is-the same, the comparison 
determines the case, and at once detects the error; but of these bodies so different in figure, 
it may be affirmed without. contradiction, that they are of the same specific gravity, for the 
difference of figure is not that in respect of which the comparison ismade. We apply this to 
the interpretation of a revelation of God and his will. ‘The rule which requires us to reject as 
a true interpretation of that revelation, whatever is contrary to reason, may be admitted in all 
cases where we know the real nature of things, and conduct the comparison with the cautions 
just given ; but it would be most delusive, and would counteract the intention of the revela- 
tion itself, by unsettlingits authority, if it were applied in any other way. For, 

1. In all cases where the nature of things is not clearly and satisfactorily known, it cannot 
be affirmed that a doctrine contradicts them, and is therefore contrary to reason, 

2. When that of which we would form a rational judgment is not itself distinctly appre- 
hended, it cannot be satisfactorily compared with those thmgs, the nature of which we 
adequately know, and therefore cannot be said to be contrary to reason. 

Now in such a revelation as we have supposed necessary for man, there are many facts 
and doctrines which are not capable of being compared with any thing we adequately know, 
and they therefore lie wholly without the range of the rule in question. We suppose it to 
declare what God, the infinite First Cause, is. But, it is of the naturé of such a being to be, in 
many respects, peculiar to himself, and, as in those respects he cannot admit of comparison 
with any other, what may be false, if affirmed of ourselves, because contradictory to what we 
know of human nature, may be true of him, to whom the nature of things is nis own nature, 
and his own nature alone. The same observation may be made as to many of his natural 
attributes; they are the attributes of a peculiar nature, and are therefore peculiar to them- 
selves, either in kind or in degree ; they admit of no comparison, each being like urmsexr, 
sui generis: and the nature of things, as to them respectively, is their own nature. The 
same reasoning may, in part, be applied to the general purposes of God, in making and 
governing his creatures. ‘They are not, in every respect, capable of being compared PS any 
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thing we adequately know, in order to determine their reasonableness. Creatures do not 
stand to each other in all the relations in which they stand to him, and ‘no. reasoning from 
their mutual relations cap assist us in judging of the-plans he has formed with respect to the 
whole, with the extent of which, indeed, we are unacquainted, or often of a part, whose 
relations to the whole we know not. Were we to subject what he has commanded us to do, 
or to leave undone, to the test of reasonableness, we should often be at a loss how to com- 
mence the inquiry, for it may have a reason arising out of his own nature, which we either 
know not at all, or only in the partial and authoriative revelations he has made of himself; or 
out of his general plans, of which we are not judges, for the reasons just given; or its reason 
may lie in our own nature, which we know but partially, because we find it differently 
operated upon by circumstances, and cannot know in what circumstances we may at any 
future time be placed. wine : t ; 

With respect to the moral perfections of God, as they are more capable of a.complete compa- 
rison with what we find in intelligent creatures, the notion of infinity being applicable to them 
ina different sense to that in which it is applied to his natural attributes, and adequate ideas of 
justice and mercy and goodness being within our reach, this rule is much more applicable in 
all cases which would involve interpretations consistent with or opposed to these ideas; and 
any deduction clearly contrary to them is to be rejected; as grounded not upon the revelation 
but a false interpretation. ‘This will be the more confirmed, if we find any thing in the 
revelation itself in the form of an appeal to our own ideas of moral subjects, as for instance of 
justice and equity, in justification of the Divine proceedings ; for then we have the authority 

of the Giver of the revelation himself for attaching such ideas to his. justice and equity as are 

~ implied in the same terms in the language of men. (7) A doctrine which would impugn these 
attributes, is not therefore to be deduced from such a revelation ; but here the rule can only 
be applied to such cases as we fully comprehend. There may be an apparent injustice in a 
ease, which, if we knew the whole of it, would be found to harmonize with the strictest equity ; 
and what evidence of conformity to the moral attributes of God it now wants may be mani-. 
fested in a future'state, either by superior information then vouchsafed to us, or, when the 
subject of the proceeding is an immortal being, by the different circumstances of compensation | 
in which he may be placed. 

Upon the whole then it will appear, that this rule of interpreting a revelation is necessarily 
but of limited application, and chiefly respects those parts of the record in which’ obscure 
passages and figurative language may occur. In most others, a revelation if comprehensive, 
will be found its own interpreter by bringing every doubtful case to be determined by its.own 
unquestionable general principles, and explicit declarations. The use of reason, therefore, in 
matters of revelation, is to investigate the evidences on which it is founded, and fairly and 
impartially to interpret it according to the ordinary'rules of interpretation in other cases. Its 
Limit is the authority of God. . When he has explicitly laid down a doctrine, that doctrine is 
to be humbly received, whatever degree of rational evidence may be afforded of its truth, or 
withheld; and no torturing or-perverting criticisms can be innocently resorted to, to bring a 
doctrine into a. better-accordance with our favourite views and systems, any more than to 
make a precept bend to the love and practice-of our vicious indulgences. A larger scope than 
this cannot certainly be assigned to human reason in matters of revelation, when it is elevated 
to the office of a judge—a judge of the evidences on which a professed revelation rests, and a 
judge of its meaning after the application of the established rules of imterpretation in other 
cases. (8) _ But if reason be considered as a learner, it may have a much wider range in those 
fields of intelligence which a genuine revelation from God will open to our view. All truth, 
even that which to us is most abstruse and mysterious, is.capable of rational demonstration, 
though not-to the reason of man, in the present state, and in some cases probably to no reason 
below that of the Divine Nature. Truth is founded in reality, and. for that reason is truth. 
Some truths therefore, which a revelation only-could make known, will often appear.to. as 
rational, because consistent with what we-already know. Meditation upon them, or expe- 
rience of their reality im new circumstances in which we may be. placed, may enlarge that 
evidence ; and thus our views of the conformity of many ofthe doctrines revealed, with the 
nature and reality of things, may acquire a growing clearness and distinctness. The obser- 
vations of others also may, by reading and converse, be added to our own, and often serve to | 
carry out our minds into some new and richer vein of thought.- Thus it is that reason instead 
of being fettered, as ‘some pretend, by being regulated, is enlightened, by revelation, and 
enabled from the first principles, and by the grand landmarks which it furnishes, to pursue its 
inquiries into many subjects to an extent which enriches and ennobles the human intellect, 
and administers continual food to the strength of religious principle. This howeyer is not the 
case with all subjects. Many, as we have already seen, are from their very nature wholly 
incapable of investigation. ‘At the first step we launch into darkness, and find in religion as 
well as in natural philosophy, beyond certain limits, insurmountable barriers, which bid 


(7) Thus in the Scriptures we find numerous appeals of this kind: “ Judge between me and my vine- 
yard.” “Are not my ways equal?” ‘Shall not the Judge of the whole earth=do right 2” ~All of which 
passages suppose that equity and justice in God accord with the ideas attached to the same terms among men. 

(8) See note A at the end of this chapter, in which two common objections are answered, 
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defiance to human penetration; and even where the rational evider -of a truth but nakedly 
stated in revelation, or very partially developed, can by human powers be extended, that 
circumstance gives us no qualification to judge of the truth of another doctrine which is stated 
on the mere authority of the dispenser of the revelation, and of which there is no evidence at 
all to our reason. It may belong to the subjects of another and a higher class; and if it be 
found in the Record, is not te be ¢xplained away by principles which we may have drawn 
from other truths though revealed, for:those inferences have no higher an authority than the 
strength of our own fallible powers, and ‘consequently cannot be put in competition with the 
deciarations of an infallible teacher, ascertained by just rules of grammatical and literary 
interpretation, : “ oF : ; 
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cit ; ' - Note A.—Page 54. * ‘ 

“I~ whatever point of view,” says an able living author, ‘the subject be placed, the same arguments 
which show the ineapability of man, by the light of nature, to discover religious truth, will serve likewise to 
show, that, when it is revealed to him, He is not warranted in judging of it merely by the notions which he 
had previously formed. For-is it not a solecism’to affirm, that’ man’s natural reason is a fit standard for 
measuring the wisdom or truth of those things with which it is wholly unacquainted, except so far as they 
have been supernaturally revealed ?” ‘ 

“Bat what, then,” (an objector will say,) “is the province of reason? Is it altogether useless? Or are 
we to be precluded from using it in this most important of all concerns; for our security against error ?”’ 

‘Our answer is, that we do not lessen either the utility or the dignity of human reason, by thus confining ~ 
the exercise of it within those natural boundaries which the Creator himself hath assigned to it. We admit, 
with the Deist, that ‘Reason is the foundation of all certitude: and we admit, therefore, that it is fully 
competent to judge of the credibility of any thing which is proposed to it as a Divine revelation. But we 
deny that it has a right to dispute (because we maintain that it has not the ability to disprove) the wisdom or 
the truth of those things which revelation proposes to its acceptance. - Reason is to judge whether those 
things ‘be indeed so revealed: and this judgment it is to form, from the evidence to that effect. In this 
respect it is “the foundation of certitude,” because it enables us to ascertain the fact, that God hath spoken 
to us. But this fact once established, the credibility, nay, the certainty of the things revealed, follows as of 
necessary consequence; since no deduction of reason can be more indubitable than this, that whatever God 
reveals must be true. _Here, then, the authority of reason ceases. Its judgment is finally determined by 
the fact of the revelation itself: and it has thenceforth nothing to do, but to believe and to obey. 

“But are we to believe every doctrine, however incomprehensible, however mysterious, nay, however 
seemingly contradictory to sense and reason ?”’ ; 

We answer, that revelation is supposed to treat of subjects with which man’s natural reason is not con- 
yersant. It is therefore to be expected, that it should communicate some truths not to be fully comprehended 
by human understandings. But these we may safely receive, upon. the authority which declares them, 
without danger of violating truth. eal and evident contradictions, no man can, indeed, believe, whose 
intellects are sound and clear. But such contradictions are no more proposed for our belief, than impos- 
sibilities are enjoined for our practice: though things difficult to understand, as well as things hard to 
perform, may perhaps be required of us, for the trial of our faith and resolution. Seeming contradictions 
may algo occur: ‘but these may seem to be such because they are slightly or superficially considered, or 
because they aré judged of by principles inapplicable to the subject, and without so clear a knowledge of the 
nature of the things revealed, as may lead us to form an adequate conception of them. ‘These, however, afford 
no solid argument against the truth of what is proposed to our belief: since, unless we had really such an 
insight into the mysterious parts of revelation as might enable us to prove them to be contradictory and false, 
we have no good ground for rejecting them; and we only betray our own ignorance and perverseness in 
refusing to ’s word for the truth of things which pass man’s understanding. 

The simple question, indeed, to be considered, is, whether it be reasonable to believe, upon competent 


authority, things which we can neither discover ourselves, nor, when discovered, fully and clearly compre- 
hend? Now every person of common observation must be aware, that unless he be content to receive solely 
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From ae pevelory course of argument and observation which has been hitherto pursued, 

we proceed to the investigation of the question, w her there are sufficient reasons to con- 
clude that such a revelation of truth, as we have seen to be peemecessnty for the instruction 
and moral correction of mankind, is to be found in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testa- 
ments; a question of the utmost importance, inasmuch as, if not found there, there are the 
most cogent reasons for concluding, that a revelation was never vouchsafed to man, or that it 
is irretrievably lost. ~~? ee ; : 

No person living in an enlightened country will for a moment contend, that the Koran of 
Mohammed, or any of the reputed sacred writings of the Chinese, Hindoos, or Budhists, can 
be put into. competition with the Bible ; ‘so that it is universally acknowledged among us, that 
there is but one book in the world which has claims to Divme authority so presumptively 
substantial as to be worthy of serious examination,—and therefore if the advantage of super- 
natural Eee instruction has been afforded to man, it may be concluded to be found 


c ‘This consideration indicates the o temper of mind with which such an 
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in that alone. * 
inquiry ought to be approached. @ ny a: ¢ 
nstead of wishing to discover that the claims of the Scriptures to Divine authority are 
unfounded, (the case it is to be feared with too many,) every humble and sincere man, who, 
conscious of his own mental infirmity, and recollecting the perplexities in which the wisest of 
men have been involved on religious and moral subjects, will wish to find at length an infallible 
guide, and will examine the evidences of the Bible with an anxious desire that he may find 
sufficient reason to acknowledge their Divine authority ; and he will feel, that, should he be 
disappointed, he has met with a painful misfortune, and not a matter for tumph, If this 
temper of mind, which is perfectly consistent with full, and even severe exa tion of the 
claims of Scripture, does not exist, the person destitute of it is neither a sincere. 
inquirer after truth, d ™ ae eee 9 ae 
We may go further and say, though we have no wish to prejudge the argument, that if the 
person examining the Holy Scriptures, in order to ascertain the truth of their pretensions to 
Divine authority, has had the means of only a general acquaintance with their contents, he 
ought, if a lover of virtue as-well as truth, t6 be predisposed in their favour; and that, if he is 
not, the moral state of his heart is liable to great suspicion. For that the theological system 
of the Scriptures is in favour of the highest virtues, cannot be denied. It both prescribes 
them, and affords the strongest possible motives to their cultivation. Love to God, and to all 
mankind ; meekness, courtesy, charity ; the government of the appetites and affections within 
the rules of temperance; the renunciation of evil imaginations, and sins of the heart; exact 
justice in all our dealings ;—these and indeed every other virtue, civil, social, domestic, and 
personal, are clearly taught, and solemnly commanded: and it might be confidently put-to 
every candid person, however skeptical, whether the universal observance of the morality of 
the Scriptures, by all ranks and nations, would not produce the most beneficial changes in 
society, and secure universal peace, friendship, and happiness. This he would not deny; 
this has been acknowledged by some infidel writers themselves; and if so,—if after all the 
bewildering speculations of the wisest men on religious and moral subjects, and which, as we 
have seen, led to nothing definite and influential, a bo&k is presented to us which shows what 
virtue is, and the means of attaining it; which enforces it by sufficient sanctions, and points 
every individual and every community to a certain remedy for all their vices, disorders, and 
miseries ;—we must renounce all title to be considered lovers of virtue and lovers of our species, 
if we do not feel ourselves interested in the establishment of its claims to Divine authority ; and 
because we love virtue, we shall wish that the proof of this important point may be found 
satisfactory. “his surely is thetemper of mind we ought to bring to such an inquiry ; and 
the rejection of the Scriptures by those-who are not under its influence, is rather a presump- 
tion in their favour than a consideration, which throws upon them.the least discredit. : 
In addition. to the proofs which have been given of the necessity of a revelation, both from 
the reason of things, and the actual circumstances of the world, it has been established, that 
miracles actually performned, and prophecies really uttered and, clearly accomplished, are 
satisfactory proofs of the authority of a communication of the will of God through the agency 
of men, We have however stated, that in cases where we’are not witnesses of the miracles, 
and auditors of the predictions, but obtain information respecting them from some record, we 
must, before we can admit the force of the argument drawn from them, be assured, that the 
record was early and faithfully made, and has been uncorruptly kept, with respect to the 
miracles; and, with respect to the prophecies, that they were also uttered and recorded pre- 
viously to those events occurring which are alleged to be accomplishments of them. ‘These 
are points necessary to be ascertained before it is worth the trouble to inquire, whether the 
alleged miracles have any claim to be considered as miraculous in a proper sense, and the 
predictions, as revelations from an omniscient, and, consequently, \a Divine Being. 
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The first step in this inquiry is, to ascertain the existence, age, and actions, of the leadin, 
persons mentioned in Scripture as the instruments by whom it is professed the revelations 
they contain were made known. ; Oy as 

With respect to these PERSONS it is not necessary that our attention should be directed to 
more than two, Moses and Curist,—one the reputed agent; of the Mosaic, the other the 
author of the Christian revelation ; because we evidence which establishes their existence and 
actions, and the period of both, will also establish all that is stated in the same records as to 
the subordinate and succeeding agents. ' i 

‘The Biblical record states, that Moses was the leader and legislator of the nation of the 
Jews near sixteen hundred years before the Christian era, according to the common ¢hrono- 
logy. This is grounded upon .the tradition and national history of the Jews; and it is 
certain, that so far from there being any reason to a ‘the fact, much less to suppose, with 
an extravagant fancy of'some modern Infidels, that Moses was a mythological personage, the 
very same principles of historical rene which assure us of the trath of any unquestioned 
fact of profane history, assure us ¢ ‘the truth of this. It cannot be doubted but that the 
Jews existed very anciently as a nation. It is equally certain, that it has beén an uninter- 
rupted and universally received tradition among them 1n all ages, that Moses led them out of 
Egypt, and first gave them their system of laws and religion. The history of that event they 
have in writing, and also the laws attributed to him. There is nothing in the leading events 
of their history contradicted by remaining authentic historical records of those nations with 
whom they were geographically and politically related, to. support any suspicion of its accu- 
racy; and as their institutions must have been established and enjoimed by some political 
authority, and bear the marks of a systematic arrangement, established at once, and not 
growing up under the operation of circumstances at distant periods, to one superior and com- 
manding mind they are most reasonably to be attributed. The Jews refer them to Moses, 
and if this be denied, no proof can be offered in favour of any other petson being entitled to 
that honour. 1e history is therefore uncontradicted by any opposing evidence, and can 
only be denied on some’ principle of skepticism which would equally shake the foundations of 
all history Whiktever, oe KE Ha. : } Be 4 


7s 3 ; 

The same observations may be made as ‘to the existence of the Founder of the Christian 
religion. In the records of the New Testament he is called Jxsus Curist, because he-pro- 
fessed to be the Messias predicted in the Jewish Scriptures, and was acknowledged as such 
by his followers; and his birth is fixed upward of eighteen centuries ago. This also is at — 
least uncontradicted testimony. The Christian religion exists; and must have had an author. 
Like the institutions of Moses, it bears the evidence of being the work of one mind; and, as a 
theological system, presents no indications of a gradual'and successive elaboration.’ There 
was a time when there was no such religion as that of Christianity, and when Pagan idolatr 
and Judaism universally prevailed ; it follows that there once flourished a teacher to whom it 
owed its origin, and all tradition and history unite in their testimony, that that lawgiver was 
Jesus Christ. No other person has ever been adduced, living at a later period,-as the founder 
of this form of religion. 

To the existence, and the respective antiquity ascribed in the Scriptures to the founders of 
the Jewish and Christian religion, many ancient writers give ample testimony; who being 
themselves neither of the Jewish nor Christian feligion, cannot be suspected of having any 
design to furnish evidence of the truth of either. Manerno, Cuzremon, Apoiionius, and 
Lysimacuus, besides some other ancient Egyptians whose histories are now lost, are quoted 
by Josephus, as extant in his days; and passages are collected from them, in which they 
agree that Moses was the leader of the Jews wher they departed from Egypt, and the 
founder of their laws. ‘Srravo, who flourished in the century before Christ, (Geog. |. 16,) 
gives an account of the law of Moses, as forbidding inages, and limiting Divine worship to 
one Invisible and Universal Being. Justin, a Roman historian, in his 36th Book, devotes a 
chapter to an account of the origin of the Jews; represents them as sprung from ten sons of 

_ Israel, and speaks of Moses as the commander of the Jews who went out of Egypt, of the 
‘institution of the Sabbath, and the priesthood of Aaron. Priny speaks of Moses, as giving 
rise to a sect of Magicians, probably with reference to his contest with the magicians of Egypt. 
Tacitus says, “Moses gave a new form of worship to the Jews, and a system of religious 
ceremonies, the reverse of every thing known to any other age or country.” Juvewat, in his 
14th Satire, mentions Moses as the author of a volume, which was preserved with great care 
among the Jews, by which the worship of images and eating swine’s flesh were forbidden ; 
and circumcision and the observation of the Sabbath strictly enjoined. Lonermus cites Moses 
as the lawgiver of the Jews, and praises the sublimity of his style in the account he gives of 
the creation. The Oremic verses, which are very ancient, inculcate the worship of one God 
as recommended by that law “which was given by him who was drawn out of the water, 
and received two tables of stone from the hand of God.” (9) Drovorvs Srcutvs, in his first 
book, when he treats of those who consider the Gods to be the authors of their laws, adds, 
* Among the Jews was Moses, who called God by the name of Iaw, [aé,” meaning Jehovah. 
Justin Martyr expressly says, that most of the historians, poets, lawgivers, and philoso- 


(9) Bus, Prep. Ev. 1, 43, c. xii. 
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phers of the Greeks, mention Moses as the leader and prince of the Jewish nation. From all 
these testimonies, and many more were it nde are be adduced, it is clear that it was 
as commonly received among ancient nations, as among the Jews themselves, that Moses was 
the founder and lawgiver*of the Jewish state. sry Ya : 

As to Cunis7, it is only necessary to give the testimony of two historians, whose.antiquity 
no one eyer thought of disputing.. Suzronius mentions him by name, and says, that Claudius. 
expelled from Rome: those who adhered to his cause. (1) Tacirus records the progress 
which the Christian religion had made ; the violent death its founder had suffered; that he 
flourished under the reign of Tiberius; that Pilate was then procurator of Judea; and that 
the original author of this profession was Christ. (2) Thus not only the real existence of the 
founder of Christianity, but the period in which he lived is exactly ascertained from writings 
the genuineness of which has never been doubted. - i ash ‘ 

~The anviquity or THE Booxs which contain the history, the doctrines, and the laws, of 
the Jewish and the Christian lawgivers, is next to be considered, and the evidence is not less 
satisfactory. The importance of this fact in the argument is obvious. If the writings in 
question were made at, or very near, the time in which the miraculous acts recorded in them 
were performed, then the evidence of those events having occurred is rendered the stronger, 
for they were written at the time when many were still ving who might have contradicted 
the narration if false; and the improbability is also greater, that, in the very age and place 
when and where those events are said to haye been performed, any writer would have dared 
to run the hazard of prompt, certain, and disgraceful detection. It-is equally important in. 
the evidence of prophecy; for if the predictions were recorded long before the events which 
accomplished them took place, then the only question which remains.is, whether the accom- 
plishment is satisfactory; for then the evidence becomes irresistible. tres, 

With respect to the Scriptures of the Old Testament, the language in which they are-writ- 
tenis a strong proof of their antiquity. ‘The Hebrew ceased to be spoken as a living language 
soon after the Babylonish captivity, and the learned agree that there was no grammar made 

for the Hebrew till many ages after. The difficulty of a forgery, at any. period after the time 
of that captivity, is therefore apparent. Of these books too there was a Greek translation 
made about two hundred and eightyseven years before the Christian era, and laid up in the 

Alexandrian library. 

_ Josephus gives a catalogue of the sacred books among the Jews, in which he expressly 
- mentions the five books of Moses, thirteen of the Prophets, four of Hymns and Moral Precepts ; 
- and if, as many critics maintain, Ruth was added to Judges, and the Lamentations of Jere- 
‘miah to his Prophecies, the number agrees with those of the Old Testament as it is received 

at the present day. : : : 

The Samaritans, who separated from the Jews many hundred years before the birth of 
Christ, have in their language a Pentateuch, in the main exactly agreeing with the Hebrew ; 
and the Pagan writers before cited, with many others, speak of Moses not only as a lawgiver 
and a prince, but as the author of books esteemed sacred by the Jews. (3): 

If the writings of Moses then are not genuine, the forgery must have taken'place at a very 
early period; but a few considerations will show, that at any time this was impossible. 

These books could never have been surreptitiously put forth in the name of Moses, as the 
argument of LesLie most fully proves :—“ It is impossible that those books should have been 
received as his, if not written by him, because they speak of themselves as delivered’ by 
Moses, and kept in the ark from his time: ‘And it came to pass when Moses had made an 
end of writing the words of this law ix a book until they were finished, that Moses com- 
manded the Levites who bore the ark of the covenant 6f the Lord; saying, Take the book of 
the law, and put it in the side of the ark of the covenant of the Lord your God, that it may 
be there fora witness against thee,’ Deut. xxxi, 24-26. A copy of this book was also to be 
left with the king: ‘And it shall be, when he sitteth upon the throne of his kingdom that he 
shall write him a copy of this law/in a book out of that which is before the priests the 
Levites; and it shall he with him, and he shall read therein all the days. of his life, &c, 
Deut. xviii, 18. ‘This book of the jaw thus speaks of itself, not only as a history or relation 
of what things were done, but as the standing and municipal law and statutes of the nation of 
the Jews, binding the king as well as the people. Now in whatever age after Moses this 
book may be supposed ‘to havé been forged, it was impossible that it could be received as. 
truth, because it was not thea to be found (as it professed to be) either in the ark or with 
the king, or any where else; for when first invented, every body must know that they had 
never heard of it before. : ‘ ‘ 

“Could any man, now at this day, invent a book of statutes or acts of parliament for 
England, and make it pass upon the nation as the only book of statutes that ever they had 
known? As impossible was it for. the books of Moses (if they were invented in any age after 
Moses) to have been received for what they declare themselves to be, viz. the statutes and 


(2 Judzos impulsore Christo assidue tumultuantes Rom& expulit—Surt, Edit. Var. p. 544, 


2) Auctor nominis ejus Christus, qui Tiberio imperitante, per procuratorem Pontium Pilatum supplicio 
affectus erat— Anna. ], 5. 


(3) See note A at the endof this chapter, fora larger proof of the above particulars. 
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"municipal law of thé nation of the Jews: and to have persuaded the Jews, that they had 


owned and acknowledged these books, all along from the days of Moses, to that day in which 
they were first invented; that is, that they had owned them before they had ever so much as 
heard of them. Nay, more, the whole nation must, in an instant, forget their former laws 
and government, if they could receive these books as being their former laws. And’ they 
could not otherwise recetve them, because they vouched themselves so to be. Let me ask the 
Deists but one short question: was there-ever a book of.sham laws, which were not the laws 
of the nation, palmed upon any people, since the world began? If not, with what face can 
they say this of the book of the laws of the Jews? Why will they say that of them which 
they confess impossible in any nation, or among any people? 

“But they must be yet more unreasonable. For the books of Moses have a further demon- 
stration of their truth than even other law books have; for they not only contain the laws, 
but give an historical account of their institution, and the practice of them from that time: as 
of the Passover, in memory of the death of the first-born in Egypt: (4) and that the same day, 
all the first-born of Israel, both of man and beast, were, by a perpetual law, dedicated to God: 
and the Levites taken for all the first-born of the children of Israel. ‘That Aaron’s rod which 
budded, was kept:in the ark, in memory of the rebellion, and wonderful destruction of Korah, 
Dathan, and Abiram; and for the confirmation of the priesthood to the tribe of Levi. As 
likewise the pot of manna, in memory of their having been fed with it forty years in the 
wilderness. ‘That the brazen serpent was kept (which remained to the days of Hezekiah, 
2 Kings xviii, 4,) in memory of that wonderful deliverance, by only looking upon it, from the 
biting of the fiery serpents, Numbers xxi, 9. The feast of Pentecost, in memory of the 
dreadful appearance of God upon Mount Horeb, &e. - é eee es 

‘‘ And besides these remembrances of particular actions and occurrences, there were other 
solemn institutions in memory of their deliverance out of Egypt, in the general, which included 
all the particulars. As of the Sabbath, Deut.-v, 15. Their daily sacrifices and yearly expia- 
tion; their New Moons, and several feasts and fasts. So that there were yearly, monthly, 
weekly, daily remembrances and recognitions of these things. sig 

“‘ And not only so, but the books of the same Moses tell us, that.a particular tribe (of Levi) 
was appointed and consecrated by God, as his priests ; by whose hands, and none other, the 
sacrifices of the people were to be offered, and these solemn institutions to be celebrated. 


‘That it was-death for any other to approach the altar. That their high priest wore a glorious ~ 


mitre, and magnificent robes of God’s own contrivance, with the miraculous Urim and Thum- 


mim in his breastplate, whence the Divine responses were given: (5) That at his word, the 


king and all the people were to go out, and to’come in. That these Leyites were likewise the — 


chief judges even in all civil causes, and that it was déath to resist their sentence. (6) Now 
whenever it can be supposed that these books of Moses were forged in some ages after Moses, 
it is impossible they could have been received as true, unless the forgers could have made the 
whole nation believe, that they had received these books from their fathers, had been 
structed in them when they were children, and had taught them to their children; more- 
over; that they had all been circumcised, and did circumcise their children, in pursuance to 
what was commanded in these books: that they had observed the yearly Passover, the 
weekly Sabbath, the New Moons, and all these several feasts, fasts, and ceremonies, com- 
manded in these books: that they had never eaten any swine’s flesh, or other meats pro- 
hibited in these books: that they had a magnificent ‘tabernacle, with a visible priesthood to 
administer in it, which was confined to the tribe of Levi; over whom was placed a glorious 
high priest, clothed with great and‘mighty prerogatives, whose death only could deliver those 
that were fled to the cities of refuge. (7) And that.these priests were their ordinary judges, 
even in civil matters: I say, was it possible to have persuaded a whole nation of men, that 
they had known and practised all these. things, if they had not done it? or, secondly, to have 
received a book for truth, which said they had practised them, and appealed to that practice ? 

““But now let us descend to the utmost degree of supposition, viz. that these things were 
practised, before these books of Moses were forged; and that those books did only impose 
upon the nation, in making them believe, that they had*kept.these observances in memory of 
such and such things, as were inserted in those books. 

“Well then, let us proceed upon this supposition, (however groundless,) and now, will not 
the same impossibilities occur, as in the former case? For, first, this must suppose that the 
Jews kept all these observances in memory of nothing, or without knowing any thing of their 
original, or the reason why they kept them. "Whereas these very observarices did express 
the ground and reason of their being kept, as the Passover, in memory of God’s passing over 
the children of the Israelites, in that night wherein he slew all the first-born of Egypt, and so 
of the rest. i : ‘ 

“But, secondly, let us suppose, contrary both to reason and matter of fact, that the Jews 
did not know any reason at all why they kept these observances; yet was it possible to put 
it upon them—that they had kept these observances in memory of what they had never 
heard of before that day, whensoever you will suppose. that these books of Moses were first 


(4) Numbers viii, 17,18. (5) Numb. xxvii, 21. (6) Deut. xyii, 8-13. 1.Chron, xxiii, 4, 
(7) Numb. xxxy; 25, 28. 
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forged ? For example, suppose I sho d now forge some romantic story, of strange things | 
done a thousand years ago; and, in ex mation of this, should endeavour to persuade the. 
Christian world that they had all along, from that day to this, kept the first day of the week 
in memory of such a heyo, an Apollonius, a Barcosbas, or a Mohammed; and had all been 
baptized in his mame; and swore by his name, and upon that very book, (which I had then 
forged, and which they never saw before,) in their public judicatures ;. that this book was 
their gospel and law, which they had ever since that time, these thousand years past, univer- 
sally received and owned, and none other. I would ask any Deist, whether he. thinks it 
possible that such a cheat could pass, or such a legend be received as the Gospel of Christians ; 
and that they could be made believe that they never had any other Gospel ? 

“Let me ive ‘one very familiar example more in this case. There is the Stonehenge in 
Salisbury Plain, every body knows it; and yet none knows the reason. why those great 
stones were set there, or by whom, or in memory of what. : : 

“Now, suppose I should write a book to-morrow, and tell them that these stones were set 
up by Hercules, Polyphemus, or Garagantua, in memory of such and such of their actions. 
And for a further confirmation of this, should say in this book, that it was written at the 
time when such actions were done, and by the very actors themselves, or eyewitnesses. And 
that this book had been received as truth, and quoted by authors of the greatest reputation in 
all ages since. Moreover, that this book was well known in England, and enjoined by act of 
parliament to be taught our children, and that we did teach it to our children, and had been 
taught it. ourselves when we were children. I ask any Deist, whether he thinks this could 
pass upon England? and whether, if I, or any other should insist upon it, we should not, 
instead of being believed, be sent to Bedlam? eg 

“ Now, let us compare this with the Stonehenge, as I may call it, or twelve great stones 
set up at Gilgal, which is told in the fourth chapter of Joshua. There it is said, verse 6, that 
the reason why they were set up was, that when their children in after ages, should ask the- 
meaning of it, it should be told them. . : 

“ And the thing in memory of which they were set up, was such as could not possibly be 
imposed upon that nation, at that time when it was said to be done; it was as wonderful and 
miraculous as their passage through the Red Sea. - : 

“For notice was given to the Israelites the day before, of this great miracle to be done, 
Josh. iii, 5.. It was done at noon-day before the whole nation. And when the waters of 
Jordan were divided, it was not at any low ebb, but at the time when that river overflowed 
all his banks, verse 15. And it was done, not by winds, or in length of time which winds 
must take to do it; but all on the sudden, as soon as the ‘feet of the priests that bare the ark 
were dipped in the brim of the water, then the waters which came down from above, stood and 
rose up upon a heap, very far from the city Adam, that is beside Zaretan ; and those that 
came down toward the sea of the plain, even the salt sea, failed, and were cut off: and the 
people passed over, right against Jericho. The priests stood in the midst of Jordan till all 
the armies of Israel had passed over. And it came to-pass, when the priests that bare the ark 
of the covenant of the Lord were come up out of the midst of Jordan, and the soles of'the 
priests’ feet were lift up upon the dry land, that the waters of Jordan returned unto their 
place, and flowed over all his banks as they did before. And the people came out of Jordan 
on the tenth day of the first month, and encamped in Gilgal on the east border of Jericho, and 
those twelve stones which they took out of Jordan-did Joshua pitch in Gilgal. And he spake 
unto the children of Israel, saying, When your children shall ask their fathers in time to come, 
saying, What mean these stones? Then shall ye let your children know, saying, Israel 
came over this Jordan on dry land. For the Lord your God dried up the waters of Jordan 
from before you, until ye were passed over; as the Lord your God did to the Red Sea, which 
he dried up from before us, until we were gone over, that all the people of the earth might 
know the hand of the Lord, that it is mighty: that ye might fear the Lord your God for ever, 
Chap. iv, from verse 18. : : : 

“« Now, to form our argument, let us suppose that there never was any such thing as that 
passage over Jordan; that these stones at Gilgal were set up upon some other occasion, ‘in 
some after age ; and then, that some designing man invented this book of Joshua, and said 
that it was written by Joshua at that time, and gave this stonage at Gilgal for a testimony of 
the truth of it; would not every body say to him, We know the stonage at Gilgal, but we 
never heard before of this reason for it, nor of this book of Joshua. Where. has it been all this 
while? And where, and how came you, after so many ages, to find it? Besides, this book 
tells us, that this passage over Jordan was ordained to be taught our children, from age to 
age: and, therefore, that they were always to be instructed in the meaning of that stonage 
at Gilgal, as a memorial of it. But we were never taught it, when we were children; nor 
did ever teach our children any such thing, And it is not likely that it could have been 
forgotten, while soremarkable a stonage did continue, which was set up for that and no other 
end ! a. 3 . : 

“ And if, for the reasons before given, no such imposition. could be put upon us as to the 
stonage in Salisbury Plain; how much less could it be to the stonage at Gilgal ? 

“ And if where we know not the reason of a bare naked monument such a ‘sham reason 
cannot be imposed, how much more is it impossible to impose upon us in actions and observ- 
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s, which we celebrate in memory: of particular passages? How impossible to make us 
those passages which we daily conemorate} d persuade us that we had always 


such institutions in memory of what we never heard of before; that is, that we knew it, 


before we knew it!” - ‘ ae it ~~ ‘ i 

‘This able reasoning has ni er been refuted, nor can be ; and if the books’ of the law must 
have been written by Moses, iis as easy to prove, that Moses himself could not in the nature 

- of the thing have deceived the people by an imposture, and a pretence of miraculous attesta- 
tions, in order, like some later lawgivers among the Heathens, to bring the people more 
willmgly to submit to his institutions, The very instances of miracle he gives, rendered this 
impossible. ‘‘ Suppose,” says the same writer, “any man should pretend, that yesterday he 
divided-the Thames, in presence of all the people of London, and carried the whole city, men, 
women, and children, over to Southwark, on dry land, the waters standing like walls on both 
sides: [ say, it is morally impossible that he could persuade the people of London that this 
was true, when every man, woman, and child, could contradict him, and say, that this was a 
peared falschood, for that they had not seen the Thames so divided, nor had gone over on 
" “As to Moses, I suppose it will be allowed me, that he could not have persuaded 600,000 
men, that he had brought them out of Egypt, through the Red Sea; fed them forty years, 
without bread, by miraculous manna, and the other matters of fact, recorded in his books, if 
they had not been true. Because every man’s senses that was then alive, must have contra- 
dicted it. And-therefore he must have imposed upon-all their senses, if he could have made 
them believe it, when it was false and no such things done. Ph id 
“From the same reason, it was equally impossible for him to have made them receive his 
‘five books as truth, and not to have rejected them as a manifest imposture, which told of all 
these things as done before their eyes, if they had not been so done. See how positively he 
speaks to them, Deut. x1,.2, to verse 8: ‘And-know you this day, for I speak not with your 
children, which have not known, and which have not. seen the chastisement of the Lord your 
God, his greatness, his mighty hand, and his stretched-out arm, and his miracles, and his acts, 
which he did in the midst of Egypt, unto Pharaoh the king of Egypt, and unto all his land, 
and what he did unto the army of Egypt, unto their horses, and to their chariots; how he made 
the water of the Red Sea to overflow them as they pursued after you; and how the Lord 
hath destroyed them unto this day: And what he did unto you in the wilderness, until ye 
came into this place; and what he did unto Dathan and Abiram, the sons of Eliah, the son of 
Reuben, how the earth opened her mouth and,swallowed them up, and their households, and. 
their tents, and all the substance that was in their possession, in the midst of all Israel, But 
your eyes have seen all the great acts of the Lord, which he did,’ &e. 
“From hence we must suppose it impossible that these books of Moses (if. an imposture) 
could have been invented and put upon the people who were then alive when all these 
things were said to be done,” ; 7% 
By these arguments, (8) the genuineness and authenticity of the books of Moses are esta- 
blished; and as to those of the Prophets, which, with some predictions in the writings of 
Moses, comprise the prophetic branch of the evidence of the Divme authority of the revelations 
they contain, it can be proved both from Jewish tradition; the list of Josephus; the Greek 
translation; and from their being quoted by ancient writers, that they existed many ages 
before several of those events occurred, to which we shall refer in the proper place as eminent 
and unequivocal instances of prophetic accomplishment. This part of the argument will 
therefore be also sufficiently established :—the prophecy will be shown to have been delivered 
long before the event, and the event will be proved to be a fulfilment of the prophecy. A 
more minute examination of the date of the prophetic books rather belongs to those who, 
write expressly on the canon of Scripture. : ; 
The same author from whom we have already largely quoted, (9) applies his celebrated 
four rules for determining the truth of matters of fact in general, with equal force to the facts 
of the Gospel history as to those contained in the Mosaic writings. The rules are, “1. That 
the matter of fact be such, as that men’s outward senses, their éyes and ears, may be judges 
of it.—2, That it be done publicly in the face of the world.—3. That not only public: monu- 
ments be kept up in memory of it, but some outward actions be performed.—4, That such 
monuments and such actions and observances be instituted, and do commence from the time 
that the matter.of fact was done.” ‘ ' Fi 

‘We have seen the manner in-which these rules are applied to the books of Moses. The 
author thus applies them to the Gospel: 

“I. come now to show, that as in the matters of fact of Moses, so likewise all these four 


8) The reasoning of Leslie, so uncontrovertible as to the four last books of the Pentateuch, does not so 
fu y apply to the Book of Genesis. Few, however, will dispute the genuineness of this, if that of the other 

ovks of Moses be conceded. 'That the Book of Genesis must have been written prior to the other books of 
the Pentateuch is, however, certain, for Exodus constantly refers. to events nowhere recorded but in the 
Book of Genesis ; and without the Book of Genesis the abrupt commencement of Exodus would have been 
as unintelligible to the Jews as it would be to us. The Pentateuch must therefore be considered as one book, 
under five divisions, having a mutual coherence and dependence. / 

(9) Lesiiz, 
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marks do meét in the matters of fact which are recorded in the Gospel of our blessed Saviour. 
And my work herein will be the shorter, because all that~is said: before of Moses and his 
books, is every way as,applicable to Christ and his Gospel. His works and-his miracles are 
there said to be done publicly in the face of the world, as he argued to his accusers, ‘1 spake 
openly to the world, and in secret have I said nothing,’ John xviii, 20. It is'told, Acts ii, 41, 
that three thousand at one time; and Acts iv, 4, that above five thousand at another time, 

“were converted upon conviction of what themselves had seen, what had been done publicly 
‘before their eyes, wherein it was impossible to have imposed upon them. ‘Therefore here 
were the two first rules before mentioned. ; 

“Then for the two second: Baptism and the Lord’s Supper were instituted as perpetual 
memorials of these things ; and they were not instituted in after ages, but at the very time 
when these things were said to be done; and have been observed without interruption, in all 
ages through the whole Christian world, down all the way from that time to this. And Christ 
himself did ordain apostles and other ministers of his Gospel, to preach and administer the 

~ sacraments ;' and to govern his church: and that always, even unto the end of the world. (1) 
Accordingly, they have continued by regular succession, to this day: and no doubt, ever 
shall, while the earth shall last.. So that the Christian clergy are as notorious a matter of 
fact, as the tribe of Levi among the Jews. And the Gospel is as much a law to the Christians, 
as the Book of Moses to the Jews: and it being part of the matters of fact related in the 
_ Gospel, that such an order of men were appointed by Christ, and to continue to the end of the 
world ; consequently, if the Gospel was a fiction, and invented (as it must be) im some ages after 
Christ ; then, at that time when it was first invented, there could be no such order of clergy, 
as derived themselves from the institution of Christ; which must give thee to the Gospel, 
and demonstrate the whole to be false. And the matters of fact of Christ being pressed to be 
true, no otherwise than as there was at that time, (whenever the Deists will suppose the 
Gospel to be forged,) not only public sacraments of Christ’s institution, but an order of clergy, 
likewise, of his appointment to administer them: and it being impossible there could be any 
such things before they were invented, it is as impossible that they should be received when ~ 
invented. And therefore, by what was said above, it was as impossible to have imposed upon 
mankind in this matter, by inventing of it in after ages, as at the time when those things were 
said to be done. S : - 

“The matters of fact of Mohammed, or what is fabled of the Heathen deities, do all want 
some of the aforesaid four rules, whereby the certainty of matters of factis demonstrated. First, 
for Mohammed, he pretended to no miracles, as he tells us in his Alcoran, c. 6, &e; and those 
which are commonly told of him pass among the Mohammedans themselves, but as legendary 
fables ; and, as such, are rejected by the wise and learned among them: as the legends o: 
their saints are in the Church of Rome. See’ Dr. Prideaux’s Life of Mohammed, page 34. 

‘“‘But, in the next place, those which are told of him, do all want the two first rules before 
mentioned. For his pretended converse with the moon; his Mersa, or night journey from 
Mecca to Jerusalem, and thence to heaven, &c, were not performed before any body: We 
have only his own word for them. And they are as groundless as the delusions of the Fox or 
Muggleton among ourselves. The same is to be said (in the second place) of the fables of the 
Heathen gods, of Mercury’s stealing-sheep, Jupiter’s turning himself into a bull, and the like ; 

_besides the folly and unworthiness of such senseless pretended miracles. - i 

“Tt is true the Heathen deities had: their priests : they. had likewise feasts, games, and other 
public institutions in memory of them, But all these:want the fourth mark, viz. that such 
priesthood and institutions should commence from the time that such things as they comme- 
morate were said to be done ; otherwise they cannot secure after ages from the imposture, by 
detecting it, at the time when first invented, as hath been argued before. But the Bacchanalia, 
and other Heathen feasts, were instituted many ages after what was reported of these gods 
was said to be done, and therefore can be no proof. And the priests of Bacchus, Apollo, &c, 
were-not ordained by these supposed gods ; but were appointed by others, in after ages, only 
in honour to them. And therefore these orders of priests are no evidence to the matters of 
fact which are reported of their gods. : - Sic al 

“Now to apply what has been said. You may challenge all the Deists in the world t« show 
any action that is fabulous, which has all the four rules or marks before mentioned. No, it is 
impossible. And (to resume a little what is spoken ‘to before) the histories of Exodus and 
‘the Gospel never could have been received, if they had not been true; because the institution 
of the priesthood of Levi, and of Christ ; of the Sabbath, the Passover, of Circumcision, of 
Baptism, and the Lord’s Supper, &c, are there related, as descending all the way down from’ 
those times, without interruption. And it is full as impossible to persuade men that they had 
been circumcised or baptized, had circumcised or baptized their children, celebrated passovers, 
sabbaths, sacraments, &c, under the government and administration of a certain order of 
priests, if they had done none of these things, as to make.them believe that they had gone 
through seas upon dry land, seen the dead raised, &c. And without believing these, it was 
impossible that either the Law or the Gospel could have been received. 

“And the truth of the matters of fact of Exodus and the Gospel, being no otherwise pressed 


(2) Matt. xviii, 26, 


ae] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. oa 


upon men, than as they have practised such public institutions, it is appealing to the senses of 
mankind for the truth of them; and makes it impossible for ay to have invented such stories 
in after ages, without a palpable detection of the cheat when first invented; as impossible as 
to have imposed upon the senses of mankind, at the time when such public matters of fact were 
said to be done.” (2) 5 

But other evidence of the truth of the Gospel history, beside that which arises from this 
convincing reasoning, may be adduced. ‘ 5 abe 

Tn the first place, the narrative of the Evangelists, as to the actions, &c; of Christ, cannot: 

_be Sh sa renouncing all faith in history, any more than to deny that he really 
existed. . 

“We have the same reason to believe that the Evangelists have given us a true history of 
the life and transactions of Jesus, as we have that Xenophon and Plato have given us a faith- 
ful and just narrative of the character and doctrines of the excellent Socrates. The sacred 

“ writers were, in every respect, qualified for giving a real circumstantial detail of the life and 
religion of the person whose memoirs they have transmitted down to us. They were the 
select companions and familiar friends of the hero of their story.. They had free and liberal 
access to him at all times.. They attended his mele discourses, and in his moments of retire- 
ment he unbosomed his whole soul to them without disguise. They were daily witnesses of 
his sincerity and goodness of heart. They were spectators of the amazing operations he 
performed, and of the silent unostentatious manner in which he performed them. In private 
he explained to them the doctrines of his religion in the most familiar endearing converse, and — 
gradually initiated them into the principles of his gospel, as their Jewish prejudices admitted. 
Some of these writers were his inseparable attendants, from the commencement of his public 
ministry, to his death, and could give the world as'true and faithful a narrative of his character 
and instructions, as Xenophon was enabled to publish of the life and philosophy of Socrates. 
If Prato hath been in every respect qualified to compose an historical account of the behaviour 
of his Master in his imprisonment, of the philosophic discourses he addressed to his friends 
before he drank the poisonous’bowl, as he constantly attended him in those wnhappy scenes, 
was present at those mournful interviews ; (3)—in like manner was the Apostle Joun fitted 
fer compiling a just and genuine narration of the last consolatory discourses our Lord delivered 
to his dejected followers, a little before his last sufferings, and of the unhappy exit he made, 
with its attendant circumstances, of which he was’a personal spectator. ‘The foundation of 
these things cannot be inyalidated, without invalidating the fuith of history. .No writers have 
enjoyed more propitious, few have ever enjoyed such favourable opportunities for publishing 
just accounts of persons and things as the-Evangelists. Most of. the Greek and Roman histo- 
rians lived long-after the persons they immortalize, and the events they record. The Sacred 
Writers commemorate actions they saw, discourses they heard, persecutions they supported, 
deseribe characters with which they were familiarly conversant, and transactions and scenes 
in which they themselves were intimately interested. ‘The pages of their history are impressed 
with every feature of credibility : an artless simplicity characterizes all their writings. Nothing 
can be further from vain ostentation and popular applause. No studied arts to dress up a 
cunningly devised fable. No vain declamation after any miracle of our Saviour they relate. 
They record these astonishing operations with the same dispassionate coolness, as if they had 
been common transactions, without that ostentatious rhodomontade which enthusiasts and 
impostors universally employ. They give us a plain unadorned narration of these amazing 
feats of supernatural power—saying nothing previously to raise our expectation, or after their 
performance breaking forth into any exclamation—but leaving the reader to draw the conclu- 
sion. The writers of these books are distinguished above all the authors who ever wrote 
accounts of persons and things, for their sincerity and integrity. Enthusiasts and impostors 
never proclaim to the world the weakness of their understanding, and the defects of their 
character. The Evangelists honestly acquaint the’ reader with the lowness of their station, 
the indigence of their circumstances, the inveteracy of their national prejudices, their dulness of 
apprehension, their weakness of faith, their ambitious views, and the warm contentions they 
agitated among themselves. ‘They even tell us how they basely deserted their Master, by a 
shameful precipitate flight, when he was seized by his‘enemies; and that after his crucifixion, 
they had all again returned to their former secular employments—for ever resigning all the 
hopes they had once fondly cherished, and abandonig the cause in which yd had so long 
been engaged, notwithstanding all the proofs which had been exhibited, and the conviction 
they had before entertained, that Jesus was the Messiah, and that his religion was from God. 
A faithful picture this, held up to the reader, for him to contemplate the true features of the 
writer’s mind. Such.men as these were as far from being deceived themselves, as they 
were incapable of imposing a falsehood upon others. - The sacred regard they had for truth 
appears in every thing they relate. They mention with many affecting circumstances, the 


z 


(2) See Note Bat the end of this chapter, in which the same kind of argument is illustrated by the miracu- 
lous gift of tongues. 
(8) Quid dicam de Socrate, says Cicero, cujus morti illachrymari soleo, Platonem legens.—De Natura 


Deorwm, p. 329, Edit. Davies, 1723.—See also PLATO’s Pheedo, passim, particularly page 311, 312, Edit 
Forster, Oxon. 1741. 
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easonable incredulity of one of their associates—not convinced but by ocular 

fle demonstration. . They might have concealed from the world their own faults and 
Sor if they had,chosen to mention them, mignt have alleged plausible reasons to 
often and eatenuate them. But they related, without disguise, events ul facts just as they 
happened, and left them to speak their own language, So that to reject a history thus 
cireumstanced, and impeach the veracity of writers furnished with these qualifieations for 
giving the justest accounts of personal~characters and transactions, which they enjoyed the 
best opportunity for accurately observing and knowing, is an affront offered to the reason and 
understanding of mankind; a solecism against the laws of truth and history, which would, 
with equal reason, lead men to disbelieve every thing related In Henoporvus, Taucrpipzs, 


Dioporus Sricuius, Livy, and Tacrrys, to confound all history with fable and fiction, truth. 


with falsehood, and veracity with imposture, and not to credit any thing how well soever 
attested ;—that there were such kings as the Stuarts, or such places as Paris and Rome, 
because we are not indulged with ocular conviction of them. ‘The ae the Gospel 
history [independent of the question of the inspiration of the sacred writers,] rests upon the 


same basis with the truth of other ancient books, and its pretensions are to be impartially 


” examined by the same rules, by which we judge of the credibility of all other historical monu- 


ments, And if we compare the merit of the Sacred Writers, as historians, with that of other 
writers, we shall be convinced, that they are inferior to nol who ever wrote, either with 
yegard b knowledge of persons, aequaintance with facts, candour of mind, and reverence for 
‘gruth (4 i ee 

A eats source of evidence to the truth of the history of the Evangelists, may be brought 
from the testimonies of adversaries and Heathens to the leading facts which they reeord. » 

No public contradiction of this history was ever put forth by the Jewish rulers to stop 
the progress of a hateful religion, though they had every motive to contradict it, both im 
justification of themselves, who were publicly charged as ‘‘ murderers” of the “Just One,” and 
to preserve the people from the infection of the spreading delusion. No such contradiction 
has been handed down, and none is adverted to or quoted by any ancient wniter. ‘This 
silence is not unimportant evidence ; but the direct testimonies to the facts are numerous andi 
important. F A oe a 

We have already quoted the testimonies of Tacitus and Spetonius to the existence o us 
Christ, the Founder of the Christian religion, and of his crueifixion in the reign of Tiberius 
and during the procuratorship of Pontius Pilate, the time in which the Evangelists place that 
event. Other references to Heathen authors, who eet ape allude to Christ, his religion 
and followers, might be given; such as Martial, Juvenal, Epictetus, Trajan, the younger 
Pliny, Adrian, Apuleius, Lucian of Samosata, and others, some of whom also ; d testi- 
monies to the destruction of Jerusalem, at the time, and im the eircumstances predicted r 
Saviour, and to the antiquity and genuineness ofthe books of the New Testament. But as it 
is well observed by the learned Lardner, in his “Collection of Jewish and Heathen Testi- 
monies,” (5) “‘ Among all the testimonies to Christianity which we have met with m the first 
ages, none are more valuable and important than the testimonies of those learned Philosophers 
who wrote against us, Census, in the second century, Porruyry and Hierocrss in the third, 
and Jutian in the fourth.’ Referring to Larpwer for full information on this pomt, a brief 
exhibition of the admissions ofthese adversaries will be satisfactory, 

Cexsus wrote against Christianity not much above 130 years after our Lord’s ascension, 
and his books were answered by the celebrated Ortcen. The following is a summary of the 
references of this writer to the Gospel history, by Leland. (6) The passages at large may 
be seen in Lardner’s Testimonies. ; 

“Celsus, a most bitter enemy of Christianity, who began in the second century, produces 
many passages out of the Gospels, He represents Jesus to have lived but a few years ago. 
He mentions his being born of a virgin, the angel’s appearing to Joseph on oceasion of Mary’s, 
being with child, the star that appeared at his birth, the wise men that came to worship him 
when an infant, and Herod’s massacreing the children, Joseph’s fleeing with the child into 
Egypt by the admonition of an angel, ‘the Holy Ghost’s descending on Jesus like a dove 


when he was baptized by John, and the voice from heaven declaring him to be:the Son of God, , 


his going about with his disciples, his healing the sick and lame, and raising the dead, his 
foretelling his own suffermgs and resurrection, his being betrayed and forsaken by his own 
disciples, his suffering both of his own accord and in obedience to his heavenly Father, his 
grief and trouble, and his praying, Father, if it be possible, let this -cup pass from me ! the igno- 
minious treatment he met with, the robe that was put upon him, the crown of thorns, the 
reed put into his hand, his drinking vinegar and gall, and his being-scourged and crucified ; 
his being seen after his resurrection by a fanatical woman, (ashe calls her, meaning Mary 


Magdalen,) and by bis own companions and disciples, his showing them his hands that were. 


pierced, the marks of his punishment. He also mentions the angels being seen at his sepul- 
chre, and that some said it was one angel, others, that it was two; by which he hints at the 
seeming variation m the accounts given of it by the Evangelists, 


(4) Hanwoop’s Introduction to the New Testament. ; aa 
(5) Vol, iv, p. 3309. (6) Answer to Christianity as Old as the Creation, vol. ii, c. & 
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_ “Tt is true, he mentions all these things only with a design:to ridicule and expose them. 
But they furnish us with an uncontested proof, that the Gospel.was. then extant.» Accord: 
ingly, he expressly tells the Christians, These things we have produced out of your own writings, 
. 106. -And he all along supposeth them to have been written. by Christ’s own disciples, that 
ived and conversed with him though he pretends they feigned many things for the honour of 
their Master, p. 69, ' nd he pretends, that he could tell many other things relative to Jesus, 
beside those things that were written of him by his own disciples; but that-he willingly passed by 
them, p..67. We may conclude from his expressions, both that he was sensible, that these 
accuunts were written by Christ’s own disciples, (and indeed he never pretends to contest this, ) 
and that he was not able to produce any contrary accounts.to invalidate them, as he certainly 
would have done, if itshad been in his power: since no man ever wrote with greater virulence 
against Christianity than he. And indeed, how was it possible for ten or eleven publicans and 
boatmen, as he calls Christ’s disciples by way of contempt, (p. 47,) to have imposed such things 
on the world, if they had not been true, so as to persuade such vast multitudes to embrace a 
new and despised religion, contrary to all their prejudices and interests, and to believe in one 
that had been crucified! : : <a 


< 
ae 


“ There are several other things, which show that Celsus was acquainted with the Gospel, ° 


He produces several of our Saviour’s sayings, there recorded, as that it is easier for a camel to 
pass through the eye of a needle; than for a rich man to enter into the kingdom of God ; that. to him. 


who smites us on one cheek, we must turn the other ; that it is not possible to serve two masters ; — 


his precept against thoughtfulness for to-morrow, by a comparison drawn from crows and lilies ; 
his foretelling that false prophets should arise and work wonders. He mentions also some 
passages of the Apostie Paul, such as these: The world is crucified unto me, and I unto. the 


world ;—the wisdom of man is foolishness with God ;—an idol ig nothing. PMP + 


_« The use I would make ofall this is, that it appears here with an uncontested evidence by 
the testimony of one of the most malicious and virulent adversaries the Christian religion ever 
had, and who was also a man of considerable parts and learning, that the writings of\ the 
Evangelists were extant in his time, which was the next century to that in which the Apostles 
lived; and that those-accounts were written by Christ’s own disciples, and consequently that 
they were written in the very age in which the facts related were done, and when therefore 

“4 uld have been the easiest thing in the world to have convicted them of falsehood, if they 


had not been true.” 


_ Porphyry flourished about the year 270, a man of great abilities; and his work against the 


Christians, in fifteen books, was long esteemed by. the Gentiles, and thought worthy of being: 
answered by Eusebius, and others in great repute for learning. He. was well acquainted 

vith the books of the Old and New Testaments; and in his writings are plain references to 
the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, John, the Acts of the Apostles, and the Epistle to the Gala- 
tians, and probable references to the other Epistles of St. Paul. About the year 303, Hierocles, 
a man of learning and a magistrate, wrote. against the Christians in two books. He was well 
acquainted with our Scriptures, and made many objections to them, thereby bearing testimony 
to their antiquity, and to the-great respect which was shown them by the Christians; for 
he has referred both to the Gospels and to the Epistles: He.mentions Peter and Paul by 
name, and.did not deny the truth of our Sayiour’s miracles; but, in order to overthrow the 
argument which the Christians built upon.them, he set up the reputed miracles of Apollonius 
Tyaneeus to rival them, The Emperor Julian, who succeeded Constantius in. the year 361, 
wrote also against the Christians, and in his work has undesignedly borne a valuable testi- 
mony to the history and books of the New:Testament. He allows that Jesus was born in 
the reign of Augustus, at the time of a taxing made in Judea by Cyrenius. That the Christian 
religion had its rise, and began to be propagated, im the times of the Roman emperors Tibe- 
rius and Claudius. He bears witness to the genuineness and authenticity of the four Gospels 
of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, and.the Acts of the Apostles. And he so quotes them as to 
intimate that these were the only historical books received by Christians, as of authority ; 
and the only authentic memoirs of Jesus Christ, and his Apostles, and the doctrines preached 
by them. - He allows the early date of the Gospels, and even argues for them. He quotes, 
or plainly refers, to the Acts of the Apostles, as already said; to St. Pauls Epistles to the 
Romans, to the Corinthians, and to the Galatians. He-does not deny the miracles of Jesus 
Christ, but allows him to. have healed the blind, and the lame, and demoniacs, and to have 
rebuked the winds, and to have walked upon the waves of the sea. He endeavours, indeed, 
to diminish those works, but in yain. He endeayours also to lessen the number of the early 
believers in Jesus, but acknowledges, that there were multitudes of such men in Greece and 
Italy before St. John wrote his Gospel. He likewise affects to diminish the quality of the 
early believers; and yet acknowledges, that beside men servants and maid servants, Cornelius, 
a Roman centurion at Cesarea, and Sergius Paulus, proconsul of Cyprus, were conyerted to 
the faith of Jesus before the end of the reign of Claudius. And he often speaks with great 
indignation of Peter and Paul, those two great Apostles of Jesus, and successful preachers of 
his Gospel, so that, upon the whole, he has undesignedly borne witness to the truth of many 
things recorded in the books of the New Testament. He aimed to overthrow the Christian 
religion, but has confirmed it. His arguments against it are perfectly harmless, and insuf- 
ficient to unsettle the weakest Christian. f ' 
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The quotations from Porphyry, Hierocles, and Julian, may be consulted in Lardner, who 
thus sums up his observations on their testimony :— _ < ‘ e : 

“They bear a fuller agd more valuable testimony to the books of the New Testament, and 
to the facts of the Evangelical history, and to the affairs of Christians, than all our other 
witnesses besides, They proposed to overthrow the arguments for Christianity. They aimed 
to bring back to Gentilism those who had forsaken it, and to put a stop to the progre’s of 
Christianity, by the further addition of new converts. But in those designs they had very 
little success in their own times; and their works, composed and published in the early days 
of Christianity, are now a testimony in our favour, and will be of use in the defence of Chris- 
tianity to the latest ages. : oS 3 sthie. 3, ¥ 

“One thing more w. ich may be taken notice of; is this: that the Yemains of our ancient 
adversaries confirm the present prevailing sentiments of Christians, concerning those books of 
the New Testament which we call canonical, and are in the greatest authority with us: For 
their writings show, that those very books, and not any others now generally called apocry- 
phal, ave the books which always were in the highest repute with Christians, and were then 
the rule of their faith, as they are now of ours.” > ae Ala 

To the same effect are the observations of Paley. .'These testimonies “prove that neither 
Celsus in the second, Porphyry in the third, nor Julian in the fourth century, suspected the 
authenticity of these books, or even insinuated that Christians were mistaken in the authors 
to whom they ascribed them. Not one of them expressed an opinion upon this subject differ- 
ent from that which is holden by Christians. And when we consider how much it would 
have. availed them to cast a doubt upon this point if they could, and how ready they showed 
themselves to take every advantage in their power, and that they were men of learning and 
inquiry, their concession, or rather their suffrage upon. the subject, is extremely valuable.” - 

That the facts and statements recorded in the Evangelical history were not forgeries of a 
subsequent period, is made also. still more indubitable from the fact, that the four Gospels and 
the Acts of the Apostles are quoted or alluded to by a series of Christians, beginning with 
those who were contemporary with the Apostles, or whoimmediately followed, and proceed~ 
ing in close and regular succession from their time to the present. “’The medium of proof 
stated in this proposition,” observes Dr. Paley, ‘is of all others the most unquestionable, and 
is not dimihished by the lapse of ages. Bishop Burnet, in the History of his Own Times, 
inserts various extracts from Lord Clarendon’s History. Qne such insertion is a proof that 
Lord Clarendon’s History was.extant when Bishop Burnet wrote, that it had been read and 
received by him as a work of Lord Clarendon’s, and regarded by him as an authentic account 
of the transactions which it relates; and it will be.a proof of these points a thousand years 
hence. The application of this argument to the Gospel history is obvious. If the different 
books which are received by Christians as containing this history are quoted by a series of 
writers, as genuine in respect of their atithors, and as authentic in respect of their narrative, up 
to the age in which the writers of them lived, then it is clear that these books must have had 
an existence previous to the earliest of those writings in which they are quoted, and that they 
were then admitted as authentic.” “Their genuineness is made out, as well by the general 
arguments which evince the genuineness of the most indisputed remains of antiquity, as also 
by peculiar and specific proofs, by citations from them in writings belonging to a period 
immediately contiguous to-that in which they were published; by the distinguished regard: 
paid by early Christians to the authority of these books (which regard was manifested by 
their collecting of them into a volumie, appropriating to that volume titles of peculiar respect, 
translating them into various languages, disposing them into harmonies, writing commentaries 
upon them, and still more conspicuously by the readiitg of them in their public assemblies in 
all parts of the world;)-by a universal agreement with respect to these books, while doubts 
were entertained concerning some others; by contending sects appealing to them; by many 
formal catalogues of these, as of certain and authoritative writings published in different and 
distant parts of the world; lastly, by the absence or defect of the above cited topics of 
evidence, when applied to any other histories of the same subject.” (7) eek : 

All the parts of this argument may be seen clearly made out by passages quoted from the 
writers of the primitive ages of the Christian Church in Dr. Lardner’s “Credibility,” Dr. 
Paley’s “Evidences,” and many other writers in defence of Christianity. It is exhibited in ' 
great force also in the first yolume of Horne’s “Introduction to the Study of the Scriptures.” 


(7) Paey’s Evidences, cap. x. 


- Note A.—Page 63. : 
“THE documents which claim to have been thus handed down to posterity are the five books attributed to 
Moses himself, and usually denominated the Pentateuch. - Now, the question before us is, whether they 


were, indeed, written synchronically with the Exodus, or whether they were composed in the name of 
Moses, at a much later period. > ; 


That the Jews have acknowledged the authenticity of the Pentateuch, from the present day to the era of 
aur Lord’s nativity, a period of more than eighteen centuries, admits not of a possibility of a doubt. But this _ 
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era is long posterior to that of Moses himself: it will be necessary, therefore, in order to establish the poiat 
under discussion, to travel backward, step by step, so far as we can safely penetrate, according to tha 
established rules.of moral evid Beast ; é 
_ About 277. years before | bristian era, in the-reign of Ptolemy Philadelphus, king of Egypt, the 
Pentateuch with the other books of the Old Testament, was translated into Greek, for the use of the Alexan- 
drian Jews: and from the almost universal prevalence of that language, it henceforth became very widely 
disseminated, and was thus rendered accessible to the learned and inquisitive of every country. — 

“Now, that Greek translation which is still extant, and which is in the hands of almost every person, 
demonstrates that the Hebrew Pentateuch must have existed 277 years before Christ; because there is that 
correspondency between the two,-which amply proves that the former must have been a version of the latter. 
But, if it certainly existed | 277 years before Christ, it must have existed in the days of Ezra, at thetime of 
the return from Babylo’ e year before Christ, 536; because there is no point between those two epochs, 
to which, with a shadow of probability, we can ascribe its composition. It existed, therefore, in the year 
536, before the Christian era. + i : 25 tee : 

“Thus we have gained one retrogressive step: let us next see whether, with equal certainty, we can 
gain another. 2 - ; : ; 

* As it cannot be rationally denied, that the Pentateuch has been in existence ever since the return of the 
Jews from Babylon, in the year 563 before the Christian era, some have thence been pleased to contend, that 
it was the work of Ezra; being a digested compilation of the indistinct and fabulous traditions of that people, 
which, like -most nations of antiquity, they possessed in great abundance. os 

/*To such an opinion, when thoroughly sifted, there are insuperable objections, however specious it may 
appear to a hasty observer. re 

-In the book of Ezra, the Law of Moses, the man of God, is specifically referred to, as a well-known written 
document then actually existing ; and, in the succeeding book of Nehemiah, we have an ample account of 
the mode in which that identical written document was openly read to the people, under the precise name of 
the Book of the Law of Moses, which the Lord had commandeéd to Israel. Nor is this all: it was not that 
Ezra produced a new volume, and called upon the Jews to receive it as the authentic Law of Moses; but 
the people themselves called upon Ezra to bring forth and read that book, as a work with which they had 
long’ been familiarly acquainted. The Law of Moses, therefore, must have been well known to exist én. 
writing previous to the return from Babylon ; and, as Ezra could not have produced under that name, & 
mere compilation of oral traditions, so neither could he have suppressed the ancient volume of the Law, nor 
have set forth instead of it, that volume which the Jews have ever since received as the authentic Pentateuch. 
His own book affords proof positive, that sorne written law of Moses was known previously to have existed : 
and the call of the people, that it should be read toe them, demonstrates that it could not long have perished ; 
for if the work had been confessedly lost for many years, the-people could not have called for that, which 
neither they nor their fathers had ever beheld. If then, it were suppressed by Ezra, in favour of his own 
spurious composition, he must both have contrived to make himself master of every extant copy of the 
‘genuine work, and he must have persuaded a whole people to receive as genuine what almost every man 
among them must immediately have perceived to be spurious. - For, if the genuine work were in exist- 
ence down to the very time of Ezra, a point clearly involved in the demand of the people to have it read to 
them; and ifthe people had long been accustomed to hear it read to ther, a point equally implied in their 
recorded demand upon Hzra, they must all have been adequately acquainted with its contents ; and the higher 
ranks among thém must have repeatedly perused, and must therefore haye known the whole of it, just as 
intimately as Ezra could do himself. But, what was thus universally familiar could be no more set aside 
by the fiat of an individual imfavour of his own spurious composition, than the Pentateuch could now be set 
aside throughout Christendom, in favour of some newly produced volume which claimed to be the genuine 
Law of Moses. Add to this, that when the foundations of the second temple were laid, many persons were 
alive who well remembered the first. These consequently must have known whether there was or was not 
a written Law of Moses anterior to the captivity ; nor could they be deceived by the production of any novel 
composition by Ezra. 

“ Such is the evidence afforded by the very books of Ezra and Nehemiah, to the existence of a written law 
of Moses prior to the return from Babylon, of a law familiarly known to the whole body of the people. 
But there is yet another evidence to the same purpose, analagous to that furnished by the Greek translation 
of the Seventy. he oes - 

“We slave vide? extant two Hebrew copies of the Law of Moses: the one received by the Jews, the other 
acknowledged by the Samaritans: each maintaining that their own is the genuine record. Now, if we 
examine these two copies, we shall find their coincidence throughout to be such, that we cannot doubt a 
moment as to their original identity in every word, and in every sentence. ins 

“We read, that, after the king of Assyria had deported the ten tribes, and had colonized their territories 
with a mixed multitude from various parts of his dominions, the new settlers were infested by the incursions 
of wild beasts. This calamity, agreeably to the prevalent notion of local tutelary gods, they attributed to 
their not worshipping the god of the land after his own prescribed manner. To remedy the defect, therefore, 
one of the deported Levitical priests was sent to them, that he might teach them, as the Assyrian monarch 
expressed himself, the manner of the god of the land. ‘he priest accordingly came among them, and 
dwelt in Bethel, ‘and taught them how they should fear Jehovah; but while they guy received his 
instructions, they mixed the service of the true God with the service of their native idols. Hence, so far as” 
that particular was concerned, we are informed, that they neither did after their statutes, nor after their 
ordinances, nor after the law and commandment which Jehovah commanded the children of Jacob. . 

“Now, it is obvious, that the whole of this account supposes them to have a copy of the Pentateuch ; for, if 
the priest were to instruct them in the Law of the Lord, he would, of course, communicate to them a ee of 
that Law ; and though their ancient superstitions led them to disregard its prohibitions, still it could not have 
been properly said of them, that they neither did after their statutes, nor after their ordinances, nor aftes 
the law and commandment which Jehovah commanded ihe children of Jacob, if all the while they wore 
wholly tnacquairited with those statutes and those ordinances, and with that Law and with that command. 
ment. It is manifest, therefore, that they must at that time have-received the copy of the Pentateuch, which 
they always afterward religiously preserved. But this copy is the very same as that which the Jews and 
ourselves still receive. Consequently, as the Samaritans received it some years prior even to the Babylonic 
captivity of Judah, and as it is the very same code as that which some would fain attribute to Ezra, we may 
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be sure, that that leeeapippcrite could not possibly have beenvits author, but that he has handed down to us 
the genuine Law of Moses, with the utmost good faith and integrity. — pies Wit ‘ 

“Here we cannot but observe the providence of God in raismg up so um 
of th witans. ‘They and the Jews cordially hated each other, and th th possessed a copy of the 
Pentateuch. Hence, ad there been any disposition to tamper with the text, they acted as a mutual check ; 
and the result has been, that perhaps not 4 wilful alteration can be shown, except the text relative to Gerizim 
and " ‘ Ce : eae : 

“The universal admission of the Pentateuch, as the inspired Law of Moses, throughout the whole cc 
monwealth of Israel, prior to its disruption into two hostile kingdoms, the magnificent temple of Solom 
and the whole ritual attached to it, plainly depends altogether upon the Reotondle existing Pentateuch ; 
that code so strictly prahibits more than -one practice of Solomon, that even to say nothing of the gei 
objection from novelty, it is incredible either that he should have been its author, or that it should have been 
written under jis sanction and authority. 5 

“ As little can we, with any degree oF probability, ascribe it to David. His life was occupied with almost 
incessant troubles and warfare ; and it is difficult to conceive, how a book written by that prince could, in 
the space of a very few years, be universally received as the inspired composition of Moses, when no person 
had ever reyiodey heard that Moses left any legislative code behind him. - : 

- * The Pentateuch might be more plausibly given’to os than to either of those two princes ; but this 
supposition will not stand for a moment the test of rational inquiry. We shall still have the same difficulty 
to contend with as before: we shall still have to point out, how it was possible that Samuel should persuade 
all Israel to adopt, as the inspired and authoritative Law of Moses, a mere modern composition of his own, 
which no person had ever previously heard of, : i 1 Deel a 

“We have now ascended to within less than four centuries after the exodus from Egypt, and the alleged 
promulgation of the Law from Mount Sinai; and from Ezra to Samuel, we have found no person to whom the: 
composition of the Pentateuch can, with any show of reason or probability, be assigned. The only remaining 
qpestion is, whether it can be thought to have been written during the three hundred:and fiftysix years whic’ 
elapsed between the entrance of the Israelites into Palestine, and the appointment of Saul to be king of Israel. 

“ Now, the whole history which we have of that period utterly forbids such a supposition.. The Israelites, 
though perpetually lapsing into idolatry, are uniformly described as acknowledging the authority of a writtes 
Law of Moses; and this Law, from generation to generation, is stated to be the directory, by which the 
Judges governed the people. Thus, Samuel expressly refers to a well-known commandment of Jehovah, 
and to the Divine legation of Moses and Aaron, in a speech which he made to the assembled Israelites. 
Thus, the man of God, in his prophetic threat to EJi similarly refers to the familiar circumstance recorded 
in the Pentateuch, that the house of his ancestor had been chosen to the Pontificate out of all the tribes of 
Israel. Thus; when the nations are enumerated which were left to prove the people, it is said that they were 
left for this purpose, that it might be known whether the Israelites would hearken unto the commandments of 
Jehovah, which he commander their fathers by the hand of Moses. Thus, Joshua is declared to have 
written the book which bears his name, as a supplement to a prior book, which is denominated the book of 
the Law of God. Thus, likewise, he Epevially asserts, that this book of the Law of God is the book of the 
Law of Moses ; speaking familiarly of precepts, which are written in that book; represents himself as 
reading its contents to all the assembled people, so that none of them could be ignorant of its purport ; and 
mentions his writing a copy of it in the presence of the children of Israel. And thus, finally, we hear of the 
original, whence that copy is professed to have been taken, in the volume ofthe Pentateuch itself; for we are 
there told, that Moses with his own hand wrote the words of THIs Law in a BooxK ; and that he then com- 
manded the Levites to take TH1s BOOK of the Law and put it in the side of the ark of the covenant, that it 
might be there for a witness in all succeeding ages against the Israelites, in case they should violate its 
precepts.” —Abridged from FABER’s Hore Mosaice, 


a testimony as that. 


Note B.—Page 63. al 


~ €Jy events so public and so signal, there was no room far mistake or deception. Of all the miracles 
recorded in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, there is not one of which the evidence is so mul- 
tiplied as that of the descent of the Holy Ghost on the day of Pentecost ; for it rests not on the testimony of 
those, whether many or few, who were all with one accord in one place. It is testified by all Jerusalem, 
and by the natives of regions far distant from Jerusalem; for there were then, says the historian, ‘dwellin 
at Jerusalem Jews, devout men, out of every nation under heaven; and when the inspiration of the disciples 
‘was noised abroad, the multitude came together, and were all confounded, because-that every man heard 
them speak in his own language. And they were all amazed and marvelled, saying one to another, Behold, 
are not all these who speak Galileans ? and how hear we every man in our own tongue, wherein we were 
born? Parthians, and Medes, and Elamites, and the dwellers in Mesopotamia, and in Judea, and Cappa- 
docia, and Pamphylia, in Egypt, and the parts of Lybia about Cyrene, and strangers of Rome, Jews and ' 
ni bars Cretes and Arabians, we do hear them speak in our tongues the wonderful works of God.’ 

“Tt hath been objected by infidelity to the resurrection of Christ, that he ought to have appeared publicly, 
wherever he had appeared before his crucifixion: but here is a miracle displayed much ‘further than the 
resurrection of Christ could have been by his preaching openly, and working miracles for forty days 
in the temple and synagogues of Jerusalem, as he had done formerly ; and this miracle is so connected with 
the resurrection, that ifthe Apostles speaking a variety of tongues be admitted, the resurrection of Jesus 
cannot be denied. In reply to those (probably the natives of Jerusalem, )-who, imagining that the Apostles 
uttered gibberish, charged them with being-full of new wine, St. Peter said, ‘Ye men of Judea, and all ye 
that dwell at Jerusalem, be this known unto you, and hearken to my words; for these men are not drunken * 
as ye suppose, seine is but the third hour of the day. Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God among 
you, by miracles, and signs, and wonders, which God did. by him in the midst of you, as ye yourselves also. 

now: him being delivered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of-God, ye have taken, and by 
wicked bands have erucified and‘slain. This Jesus hath God raised wp, whereof we are all witnesses. 
Therefore, being by the right hand of God exalted, and having received of the Father the promise of the 
Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this which ye now see and hear.’, , 
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~ “Thus, b “the miraculous eff 
ascension of Christ proved to 
which were then known, as 
salem, reproved the High F 
ascended in their presence 
the other Apostles were in: 
that the Spirit of Go 

* falsehood with succe 0 gues, 

assured them, that Jesus of Nazareth, whom they had slain, was raised from the dead, and exalted to the - 

hand of God; and ate same Jesus had, according to his promise, shed abroad on the Apostles that 

which they both:saw and heard. The consequence of all this, we are told, was, that three thousand of his 

audience were instantly converted to the faith, and the same day incorporated into the church by baptism. 

_ * Would any in his senses have written a narrative of such events as these at the very time when they are 
said to have happened, and in any one of those countries, to the inhabitants of which he appeals as witnesses 

~ of their truth, if he had not been aware that their truth could not be called in question? Would any forger 
_of such a book as the Acts of the Apostles, at a period near to that in which he relates that such astonishing 


of th y eee on the day of Pentecost, were the resurrection and _ 
ty 0 is of Asia, Aftica, and Europe, all le quarters of the globe 
ly as if he had actually appeared among that d multitude in Jeru- 
yuncil of the Jews for their unbelief and hes of heart, and then 
ven. hey had such evidence as was incontrovertible; eo Pas and 
ed by the Spirit of God; they could not but know, as every Theist a 


2 “was, nor ever will be, shed abroad to enable any order of men ; 
|; one of those who, by this inspiration, were spealting correctly a variety of 


events had happened, have needlessly appealed, for the truth of his narrative, to the people of all nations, and 


thus gone out of his way to furnish his readers with innumerable means of detecting his imposture? At mo 
period, indeed, could forged books, such as the four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles, have been received 
as authentic, unless all the events which they record, whether natural or supernatural, had been believed, all 
the principal doctrines received, and all the rites of religion which they prescribe practised, from the very 
period at which they represent the Son of God as sojourning on earth, laying the foundation of his church, 
dying on a cross, risiig_from the dead, and ascending into heaven. The argument cannot, perhaps, be 
employed to prove the authenticity of all the epistles which make so great a part of the New ‘Testament ; 
but it is certainly as applicable to some of them as it is to the Gospels, and the book called the Acts of the 
Apostles. 

“The Apostles, as Michaelis justly observes,* ‘frequently allude, in their epistles, to the gift of miracles, 
which they had communicated to the Christian converts by the imposition of hands, in confirmation of the 
doctrine delivered in their speeches and writings, and.sometimes to miracles, which they themselves had 
performed.’ Now if these epistles are really genuine, the miracles referred to must certainly have been 
wrought, and the doctrines preached must have been divine; for no man in his senses would have written 
to large communities, that he had not only performed miracles in their presence, in confirmation of the 
Divine origin: of certain doctrines, but that he had likewise communicated to them the same extraordinary 
endowments. Orif we can suppose any human being to have possessed sufficient effrontery to write in this 
manner to any community, it is obvious that, so far from gaining credit to his'doctrine by such assertions, 
if not known to be true, he would have exposed himself to the utmost ridicule and contempt, and have 
eo the cause which he attempted to support, by such absurd conduct. i . 
“5 . Paul’s first Epistle to the Thessalonians is addressed to a Christian church, which he had lately 

_ founded, and to which he had preached the Gospel, only three Sabbath days. A sudden persecution obliged 
him to quit this community before he had given to it its proper degree of consistence; and, what is of con- 
sequence in the present instance, he was protected neither by the power of the magistrate nor the favour of 
the vulgar. A pretended wonder-worker, who has once drawn the populace to his party, may easily perform 
his exploits, and safely proclaim them. Bat this very populace, at the instigation of the Jews, had excited 
the insurrection, which obliged St. Paul to quit the town. He-sends therefore to the Thessalonians, who had 
received the Gospel, but whose faith, he apprehended, might waver through persecution, authorities and 

roofs of his divine’ mission, of which authorities the first and the chief are miracles and the gifts of the 
Holy Ghost.t Is it possible, now, that St. Paul, without forfeiting all pretensions to common sense, could, 
when writing to a church which he had lately established, have spoken of miracles performed, and gifis of 
the Holy Ghost communicated, if no member of that church had seen the one, or received the other ; nay, if 
many members had not witnessed both the performance, and the effusions of the Holy Ghost? But it is 
equally impossible. that the Epistle, making this appeal to miracles and spiritual gifts, could have been 
received as authentic, if forged in the name of St. Paul, at any future period, during the existence of a 
‘istian church at Thessalonica._ In the two first chapters it represents its author andtwo of his com- 

* ‘panions as having been lately in that city, and appeals to the church for the manner in which they had con- 

__ducted themselves while there, and for the zeal and success with which they had preached the Gospel, and 
it concludes with these awful words: ‘I adjure you (opK:fw vpas) by the Lord, that this Epistle be read unto 
all the holy brethren ;’ i. e. all the Christians of the community. ‘Yad St. Paul and Timotheus and Sylva- 
nus never been in Thessalonica, or had they conducted themselves in any respect differently from what they 
are said to have done in the two first chapters, these chapters would have convicted the author of this Epistle 
of forgery, at whatever time it had made its first appearance. Had they been actually there, and preached, 
and wrought miracles just as they are said to have done; and had some impostor, knowing this, forged the 
Epistle before us at a considerable distance of time, the ‘adjuration at the end of it must instantly have 
detected the forgery. Every Thessalonian Christian of common sense would have said, ‘How came we 
never to hear of this Epistle before? Its author represents himself and two of his friends as having con- 
verted us to the faith a very short time before it was written and sent to us, and he charges those to whom it 
was immediately sent in the most solemn manner possible, that they should cause it to be read to every one 
of us; no Christian in Thessalonica would, in a matter of this kind, have dared to disobey the authority of 
an Apostle, especially when enforced by so awful an adjuration; and yet neither we, nor our fathers, ever 
heard of this Epistle, till now that Paul, and Sylvanus, and Timotheus are all dead, and therefore incapable 
of either confirming or refuting its authenticity Such an Epistle, if not genuine, could never have been 

. received by any community. ie oa 

“The same Apostle, in his-first Epistle to the Corinthians, corrects the abuse of certain spiritual gifts, 
particularly that of speaking divers kinds of tongues, and prescribes rules for the employment of these super- 
natural talents; he enters into a particular detail of them, as they existed in the Corinthian church; reasons 
* Introduction to the New Testament, chap. ii, sect. 1. 3 , ‘ 
11 Thess. i, 5-10. See Hardy’s Greek Testament. Whitby on the Place, with Schleusner and Park- 
hurst’s Lexicons on the word duvayus. Eo 


¥ ' - ore ite 


= 4 « : 
| shes : 

70 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES+ » Wpart. 
a a eee - Mapes : 
SP their respective worth and excellence; says that they were limited in their duration, that the ere no 
; “8 3 stinguishir mark of Divine favour, nor of so great importance as: faith and virtue, the love o: d, and 


: charity to our neighbours. Now, if this Epistle was really written by St. Paul to the Corinthians, and they 

" % had actually received no-spiritual gifts, no power, imparted by extraordinary means, of speaking foreign 
] nguages, ‘the proper place to. be assigned him were not among impostors, but among those who had lost 
ee ‘understanding, A juggler may deceive by the dexterity of his hands, and persuade the ignorant and 
the credulous that more than human means are requisite for the performance of his extraordinary feats ;. but 
he will hardly persuade those whose understandings remain upippeired, that he has likewise communicated 

~ to his spectators the power of working miracles, and of speaking languages which they had never learned, _ 
were they conscious of their inability to perform the one, or to speak the other. | Tf the Ppl, therefore, 
was writien during the life of St. Paul, and receiyed by the Corinthian church, it is impossible to doubt, but 


‘that St. Paul was its author, and that among the Corinthians were prevalent those spiritual gifts of which he 
labours to-correct the abuse. If those gifts were never prevalent among the Corinthian Christians, peg pie 


2 


pistle was not seen by them until the next age, it could not have been received by the Corinthian chi 
he genuine writing of the Apostle, because the members of that church must have been aware, 
ifts, of which it speaks, had been really possessed, and-so generally displayed by their fathers, as 
Shem to have been,. some of themselyes would surely have heard their fathers mention them; an 
_ Epistle treats of some of the most important subjects that ever occupied the mind of man, the introduc 
death into: the world through Adam, and the resurrection of the dead through Christ, they must have 
inferred that their fathers would not have secreted from them their children a treatise on topics so interesting 
tothe whole buen Giaes Edition of Stackhouse’s History of the Bible, yol. iii, Intro. p. 11, &e,  - 
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CHAPTER XIIL 
Tus UNcorRUPTED PRESERVATION OF THE Books OF SCRIPTURE. 


Tue Historical evidence of the antiquity and genuineness of the books ascribed to Moses, 
and those which contain the history of Christ and the establishment of his religion, being thus 
complete, the integrity of the copies at present received is the point next in question. 

ith respect to the Scriptures of the Old Testament; the lst of Josephus, the Septuagint 
translation, and. the Samaritan Pentateuch, are sufficient proofs that the books which are 
received by us as sacred, are the same as those received by the Jews and Samaritans long _ 
before the Christian era. For the New Testament; beside the quotations from almost all 
the books now included in, that volume and references to them by name in the earliest Chris- 
tian writers, catalogues of authentic Scriptures were published at very early-periods, which, 
says Dr. Paley, “though numerous and made in countries at a wide distance from one another, 
differ very little, differ in nothing material, and all contain the four Gospels. 

“Tn the writmgs of Origen which remain, and in some extracts preserved by Eusebius, - 
from works of his which are now lost, there are enumerations of the books of Scripture, in 
which the four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles are distinctly and honourably specified, 
sa - which no books appear beside what are now received. (8) » The date of Origen’s works 
is A. D. 230. ‘ 

“Athanasius, about a century afterward, delivered a catalogue of the books of the New 
Testament in form, containing our-Scriptures and no others; of which he says, ‘In these 
along he doctrine of religion is taught; let no man add to them, or take any thing from 
them.’ (9) 

“ About twenty, years after Athanasius, Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem, set forth a catalogue of 
the books of Scripture publicly read at that time in the thurch of Jerusalem, exactly the same 

~ as ours, except that the ‘Revelation’ is omitted. (1) ; ys 

“ And, fifteen years' after Cyril, the council of Laodicea delivered an authoritative catalogue 
of canonical Scripture, like Cyril’s, the same as ours, with the omission of the ‘Revelation.’ 

“Catalogues now become frequent. Within thirty years after the last date, that is, from 
the year 363 to near the conclusion of the fourth century, we have catalogues by Epipha- 
nius, (2) by Gregory Nazianzen, (3) by Philaster bishop of Brescia in Italy, (4) by Amphi- 
lochius bishop of Iconium, all, as théy are sometimes called, clean catalogues, (that is, they 
admit no books into the number beside what we now receive,) and all, for every purpose of 
historic evidence, the same as ours. (5) : 
~ Within the same period, Jerome, the most learned Christian writer of his age, delivered a 
eslogne of the books of the New Testament, recognising every book now received, with the 
intimation of a doubt concerning the Epistle to the Hebrews alone, and taking not the least 
notice of any book which is not now received. (6) F 

“Contemporary with Jerome, who lived in Palestine, was Saint Augustine, in Africa, who 
published likewise a catalogue, without joining to the Scriptures, as books of authority, any 


' (8) Lard. Cred. vol. iii, p. 234 et seq., vol. viii, p. 196. 9) Ib, vol. viii, p.223. (1) Ib. p. 270, 
(2) Ib. p.368. (8) Ib. vol ix, p. 132.” (a) Yb. pe 373. ee oh sie 
_(5) Epiphanius omits the Acts of the Apostles. . This must-haye been an accidental mistake, either in’ 
him, or in some copyist of his work; for he elsewhere expressly refers to this book, and ascribes it to Luke. . 
(6) Lard. Cred. vol. x. p. 77. : ae oe 
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other ecclesiastical writing whateyer, and without omitting one which we at this day’acknows 
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_ “And with these concurs another contemporary, writer, Rufen, presbyter of Aquileia, whose 
‘ eatalogue, like theirs, is perfect and unmixed, and concludes with these deriazable words: 
‘These are the volumes which the fathers have included in the canon, and out of which they 
would have us prove the doctrine of our faith’” (8) 
This, it is true, only proves that the pols are substantially the same; but'the evidence is _ 
abundant, that they have descended to us without any material alteration whatever. Ze 

“1, Before that event, [the time of Christ,] the regard which was paid to them by the Jews, 
especially to the Law, would render any forgery or material change in their contents impos» _ 
si bl _ The law having been the deed by which the land of Canaan was divided among the - 
Israch it is improbable: that this people who possessed that land, would suffer ittobe  — 
falsified. ‘The distinction of the twelve tribes, and their separate interests, made it 
t to alter their law than that of other nations less jealous than the Jews. Further, 
a stated seasons, the law was publicly read before all the people of Israel; (9) and it 
d to be kept in the ark, for a constant memorial against those who transgressed 
Their king was required to write him a copy of this law in a book, out of that which is 
‘the priests the Levites, and to read therein all the days of his life ;(2) their priests also were 
commanded to teach the children of Israel all the statutes, which the Lord had spoken to them by 
the hand of Moses; (3) and parents were charged not only to. make it familiar to themselves, 
but also to’ teach it diligently to their children; (4) besides which, a severe prohibition was 
annexed, against either making any addition to, or dimmution from the Law. (5) Now such 
precepts as these could not have been given by ‘an impostor who was adding to it, and who 
would wish men to forget rather than enjoin them to remember it: ‘for, as all the people were 
obliged to know and observe the Law under severe penalties, they were, in a manner, the 
trustees and guardians of the Law, as well as the priests and Levites. The people, who were 
to teach their children, must have had copies of it; the priests and Levites must have had 
copies of it; and the magistrates must have had_copies of it, as being the law of the land. 
Further, after the people were divided into two kingdoms, both the people of Israel and those 
of Judah still retained the same book of the Law: and the rivalry or enmity that subsisted 
netween the two kingdoms, prevented either of them from altering or adding to the Law. 
After the Israelites were carried captive into Assyria, other nations were placed in the cities 
of Samaria in their stead; and the Samaritans received the Pentateuch, either from the 
priest who was sent by order of the king of Assyria, to instruct them in the manner of the God 
of the land, (6) or several years afterward from the hands of Manasseh, the son of Joiada the 
high priest, who was expelled from Jerusalem by Nehemiah, for marrying the daughter of 
Sanballat, the governor of Samaria; and who was constituted, by Sanballat, the first high» 

riest of the temple at Samaria. (7) Now, by one or both of these means, the Samaritans 

ad the Pentateuch as well as the Jews; but with this difference, that the Samaritan Penta- 
teuch was in the old Hebrew or Pheenician characters, in which it remains to this day; 
whereas the Jewish copy was changed into Chaldee characters, (in which it also remains to 
this day,) which were fairer and clearer than the Hebrew, the Jews having learned the Chaldee 
language during their seventy years abode in Babylon. The jealousy and hatred which sub- 
sisted between the Jews and Samaritans, made it impracticable for either nation to corrupt or 
alter the text in any thing of consequence without certain discovery; and the general 
agreement between the Hebrew and Samaritan copies of the Pentateuch, which are now 
extant, is such, as plainly demonstrates that the copies were originally the same. Nor can any 
better evidence be desired, that’ the Jewish Bibles have not been corrupted or interpolated, 
than this very book of the Samaritans; which, after more than two thousand years discord 
between the two nations, varies as little fromthe other as any classic author in less tract of time 
has disagreed from itself by the unavoidable slipsand mistahes vfsu many transcribers. (8) 

* After the return of the Jews from the Babylonish captivity, the books of the Law and the 
prophets were publicly read in their synagogues every Sabbath day; (9) which was an 
excellent method of securing their purity, as well as of enforcing the observation of the law. 
The Chaldee paraphrases and the translation of the Old Testament into Greek, which were 
afterward made, were so many additional-securities. To these facts we may add, that the 
reverence of the Jews for their sacred writings is another guarantee for their integrity: so 
great, indeed, was that reverence, that, according to the statements of Philo and Josephus, (1) 
they would suffer any torments, and even death itself, rather than change a single point or 
iota of the Scriptures. A law was also enacted by them, which denounced him to be guilty 


i 


(7) Lard. Cred. vol. x, p.213., (8) Ib. p. 187. (9) Deut, xxxi, 9-13. Joshua viii, 34, 35. Neh, 
viii, 1-5. (1) Deut. xxxi, 26. 5 Deut. xvii, 18, 19. (3) Levit. x, 11. (4) Deut. xvii, 18, 19. 
(5) Deut. iv, 2; xii, 32. (6) 2 Kings xvii, 26. (7) Neh. viii, 28. Josephus, Ant. Jud. lib. xi, ¢. 8. 

shop Newton’s Works, vol. 1, p. 23. 

(8) Dr. BentTLEy’s Remarks on Freethinking, part i, remark 27, (vol. v, p. 144, of Bp. RANDOLPR’s 
Enchiridion Theologicum, 8vo. Oxford, 1792.) 
4h Acts xiii, 14, 15, 27... Luke iv, 17-20. eee 

1) Philo, apud Buseb, de Prep. Bvang, lib, viii,c. 2. Josephus contra Apion. lib. i, 58. 
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of inexpiable sin, who should presume to make the slightest possible alteration in their sacred 
books. The Jewish doctors, fearing to add any thing to the law, passed their own notions as 
traditions or explanations of it; and both Jesus Christ and his Apostles accused the Jews of 
entertainitig a prejudiced? regard for those traditions, but they never charge with falsi- 
fying or corrupting the Scriptures themselves. , Bi 

“2, After the birth of Christ. For, since that event, the Old Testament has been held in 
high esteem both by Jews and Christians. -'The Jews also frequently suffered martyrdom 
for their Scriptures, which they would not have done, had they suspected them to have been 
corrupted or altered. Besides, the Jews and Christians were a mutual guard upon each 
other, which must have rendered any material corruption impossible, if it had been-attempted : 
for if such an attempt had been made-by the Jews, they would have been detected by the 
Christians. The accomplishmett of such a design, indeed, would have been impracticable 
from the moral impossibility of the Jews (who were dispersed in every country of the then 
known. world) being able to collect all the then existing copies, with the intention of corrupt- 
ing or falsifying them. On the other hand, if any such attempt had been made by the Chris- 
tians, it would assuredly have been detected by the Jews: nor could any such attempt have 
been-made by any other man or body of men, without exposure both by Jews.and Christians. 
To these consideratioiis, it may be added, that the admirable agreement of all the ancient 
paraphrases and versions, and the writings of Josephus, with the Old Testament as it is now 
extant, together with the quotations which are made from it in the New Testament, and in 
the writings of all ages to the present time, forbid us to indulge any suspicion of any —: 
corruption in the books of the Old Testament; and give us; every. possible evidence of which 
a subject of this kind is capable, that these books are now in our hands genuine and unadul- 
terated. : a ; 

“<3, Lastly, the agreement of all the manuscripts of the Old Testament, (amounting to nearly 
eleven hundred and fifty,) which are known to be extant, is a_clear proof of its uncorrupted 
preservation. These manuscripts, indeed, dre not all entire; some contain one part, and 
some another. But it is absolutely impossible that every manuscript, whether in the original 
Hebrew, or in any ancient version or paraphrase, should or ¢ould be designedly altered or 
falsified in the same passages, without detection either by Jews or Christians. The manu- 
scripts now extant are, confessedly, liable to errors and mistakes from the carelessness, negli- 
gence, of inaccuracy of copyists; but they are not all uniformly incorrect throughout, nor 
in the same words or passages; but what is incorrect in one place is correct in another. 
Although the various readings, which have been discovered by learned men, who have applied 
themselves to the collection of every known manuscript of the Hebrew Scriptures, amount to 
many thousands, yet these differences are of so little real moment,-that their laborious colla- 
tions afford us scarcely any opportunities of correcting the sacred text in important passages. 
So far, however, are these extensive and profound researches from being either trivial or 
nugatory, that we have, in fact, derived from them the greatest advange which could have been 
wished for by any real friend of tevealed religion; namely, the certain knowledge of the 
agreement of the copies of the ancient Scriptures, now extant in their original language, with 
each other, and with our Bibles. (2) : 

“Equally satisfactory is the evidence for the integrity and uncorruptness of the New Tesé 
tament in any thing material. The testimonies, adduced in the preceding section in behalf of 
the genuineness and authenticity of the New Testament, are, in a great measure, applicable 
to show that it has been transmitted to us entire and uncorrupted. But, to be more particu- 
lar, we remark, that the uncorrupted preservation of the books of the New Testament is 
manifest, 

“1, From their contents; for, so early as the two first centuries of the Christian era, we find 
the very same facts, and the very same doctrines universally received by Christians, which we 
of the present day belicve un the credit uf the New Testament. 
“2. Because.a universal corruption of those writings was impossible, nor can the least vestige of 

such a corruption be found in history. ‘They could not-be corrupted during the life of their 
authors; and before their death, copies were dispersed among the different communities of 
Christians, who were scattered throughout the then known world. Within twenty years 
after the ascension, churches were formed in the principal cities of the Roman empire; and ° 
in all these churches, the books of the New Testament, especially the four Gospels, were read 
as a part of their public worship, just‘as the writings of Moses and the Prophets were ‘read 
in the Jewish synagogues. (3) Nor would the use of them be confined to public worship ; 
for these hooks were not, like the Sybilline Oracles, locked up from the perusal of the public, 
but were exposed to public investigation. When the books of the New Testament were 
first published to the world, the Christians would naturally entertain the highest esteem and 
reverence for writings that delivered an authentic and inspired history of the life and doctrines 
of Jesus Christ, and would be desirous of possessing such an invaluable treasure. Hence, as 


(2) Bishop Tomiine’s Elements of Christ. Theol. vol. i, p. 31. 


(3) Dr. Larpnezr has collected numerous instances in the second part of his Credibility of the Gospel 
History ; references to which may be seen in the general index to. his works, article Scriptures. See par 
ticularly the testimonies of Justin Maxtyr, Tertullian, Origen, and Augustine, 


| in or 
a. . ‘ e . 
FIRST.] ‘ | THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTTS. io 


OAM ' 
we learn from unquestionable authority, copies were multiplied and disseminated as rapidly 
as the boundaries of the church increased ; and translations were made into as many lan- 
guages as were spoken by its professors, some of which remain to this day ; ‘so that it would. 
very soon be apeteted absolutely impossible to corrupt. these booker cay one important 
word or phrase. - Now, it is not to be supposed, (without violating all probability,) that all 
Christians should agree in a design of changing or corrupting the original books; and if some 
only should make the attempt, the un¢ofrupted copies would still remain to detect them. 
And supposing there was some error in one translation or copy, or something changed, added, 
or taken away; yet there were many other copies and other translations, by the help of 

which the neglect or fraud might be or would be corrected. : q : 

“Further, as these books could not be corrupted during the life of their respective authors, 
and while a-great number of witnesses were alive to attest the facts which they record: so 
neither could any material alteration take place after their decease, without bemg detected 
while original manuscripts were preserved in the churches. The Christians who were 
ims ed by the Apostles or by their immediate successors, travelled into all parts of the 
world, earrying with them copies of their writings; from which other copies were multiplied 
and preserved. Now, as we have already seen, we have an unbroken series of testimonies 
for the genuineness and authenticity of the New Testament, which can be traced back- 
ward, from the fourth century of the Christian era to the very time of the Apostles: and 
these very testimonies are equally applicable to prove its uncorrupted preservation. More- 
over, harmonies of the four Gospels were anciently constructed; commentaries were written 
upon them, as well as upon the other books. of the New Testament, (many of which are still 
extant,) manuscripts were collated, and editions of the New Testament were put forth. 
‘These sacred records, being universally regarded as the supreme standard of truth, were 
received by every class of Christians with peculiar respect, as being divine compositions, and 
possessing an authority belonging to no other books. Whatever controversies, therefore, 
arose among different sects, (and the church was very early rent with fierce contentions on 
doctrinal points,) the Scriptures of the New Testament were received and appealed to by 
every one of them, as being conclusive in all matters of controversy: consequently it was 
morally impossible, that any man or’body of men should ‘corrupt or falsify them in any fun- 
damental article, should foist into them a single expression to favour their peculiar tenets, or 
erase a single sentence, without being detected by thousands. 

“Tf any material alteration had been attempted by the orthodox, it would have been detected 
by the heretics ; and, on the other hand, if a heretic had inserted, altered, or falsified any 
thing, he would have been exposed by the orthodox, or by other heretics. It is well known 
that a division commenced in the fourth century, between the eastern and western churches, 
which, about the middle of the ninth century, became irreconcilable, and subsists to the — 
present day. Now, it would have becn impossible to alter all the copies in the eastern empire; __ 
and if it had been possible in the east, the copies in the west would have detected the altera- 
tion. But, in fact, both the eastern and western copies agree, which could not be expected. 
if either of them was altered or falsified. The uncorrupted preservation of the New Testa- 
ment is further evident, ‘ 

“3. From the agreement of all the manuscripts. The manuscripts of the New Testament, 
which are extant, are far more numerous than those of any: single classic author whomsoever ; 
upward of three hundred and fifty were collected by Griesbach, for his celebrated critical 
edition. ‘These manuscripts, it is true, are not all entire: most of them contain only the 
Gospels; others, the Gospels, Acts of the Apostles, and the Epistles; and a few contain the 
Apocalypse or Revelation of John. But they were all written in very different and distant 
prs of the world; several of them are upward of twelve hundred years gld, and give us the 

ooks of the New Testament, in all essential points, perfectly accordant with each other, as 
any person may readily ascertain by examining the critical editions published by Mill, Kuster, 
Bengel, Wetstein, and Griesbach. The thirty thousand various readings which are said to be _ 
found in the manuscripts collated by Dr. Mill, and the hundred and fifty thousand which Gries- 
bach’s edition is said to contain, in no degree whatever affect the general credit and integrity 
of the text. In fact, the more copies are multiplied, and the more numerous the transcripts 
and translations from the original, the more likely is it, that the genuine text and the true 
origmal reading will be investigated and ascertained. ‘The most correct and accurate ancient 
classics now extant are those of which we have the greatest number of manuscripts; and the 
most depraved, mutilated, and inaccurate editions of the old writers are those of which we have 
the fewest manuscripts, and perhaps only a single manuscript extant. Such are Athenxus, 
Clemens Romanus, Hesychius, and Photius. But of this formidable mass of various readings, 
which have been collected by the diligence of collators, not: one tenth,—nay, not one hundredth 
part, either makes or can-make any perceptible, or at least any material, alteration in the 
sense in any modern version. They consist almost wholly of palpable errors in transcription, 
grammatical and verbal differences, such as the insertion or omission of an article, the substi- 
tution of a word for its equivalent, and the transposition of a word or two m a sentence. 
Even the few that do change the sense, affect it only in passages relating to unimportant, 
historical, and geographical circumstances, or other collateral matters ; and the still smaller 
number that make any alteration in things of consequence, do not on that account place us in 
10 
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any absolute uncertainty. For, either the true readin may be by collating: the 
other manuscripts, versions, and quotations found in the works of the ients ; or, should 


these fail to give us the requisite information, we are enabled to explain the doctrine in ques- ue 
tion (eb 2 Se undisputed passages of holy writ. - soak we 1 ite Raa Ser 


- “4, The last testimony to be adduced for. the integrity and uncorruptness of 1 1e New 
‘Testament, is furnished by the agreement of the ancient versions and quotations fr which 
are made in the writings of the Christians. of the first three centuries, and in those of the ceding 


fathers of the Church, sie a Boe 
“The testimony of versions, and the evidence. of the ecclesiastical fathers, have already 
been noticed as a proof of the genuineness and authenticity of the New Testament. The 
quotations from the New Testament in the writings of the fathers are so numerous, that (as - 
it has frequently been observed) the whole body of the Gospels and Epistles might be compiled. 
from the various passages dispersed in their commentaries and other writings. And though 
these citations were, In many instances, made from memory, yet, being always made with 
due a ion to the sense and meaning, and most commonly with a regard to the words as 
wal =. order of the words, they correspond with the original records from which they 
were extracted :—an irrefragable argument this, of the purity and integrity with which the 
New Testament has been preserved.” (Horne’s Introduction to the Critical Studyand Know- 
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Tue CREDIBILITY OF THE TESTIMONY OF THE SACRED WRITERS.» 


Tae proofs of the existence and actions “of Moses and Christ, the founders of the Jewish 


and Christian religions, having been adduced, with those of the antiquity and uncorrupted 
preservation of the records which profess to contain the facts of their history, and the doctrines. ~ 
they taught, the only question to be determined before we examine those miracles and. 
prophecies on which. the claim of the Divine authority of their mission rests, is, whether these 
records faithfully record the transactions of which they give us information, and on which the 
divinity of both systems, the Jewish and the Christian, is built. To deny this because we 
object to the doctrines taught, is-equally illogicaland perverse, as it is assuming the doctrine 
vo be false before we have considered all the evidence which may be adduced in its favour ; to 
deny it because we have already determined to reject the miracles, is equally absurd and 
impious. It has already been proved, that miracles are possible; and whether the transactions 
related as such in the Scriptures be really miraculous or not, is a subsequent inquiry to that 
which respects the faithful recording of them. If the evidence of this is insufficient, the 
examination of the miracles is unnecessary ; if it.is strong and convincing, that examination 
is a subject of very serious import. Ser ea * 

We might safely rest the faithfulness of the Scriptural record.upon the argument of Leslie, 
before adduced; but, from the superabundance of evidence which the case furnishes, some 
amplifications may be added, which we shall confine principally to the authors of the New 
“Testament. ; 2 

There are four circumstances which never fail to give credibility to a witness, whether he 
depose to any thing orally or in writing :— 

1. That he is a person of virtuous and sober character. 

2. That he was in circumstances certainly to know the truth of what he relates. 

3. That he has no interest in making good the story. 

4. That his account is circumstantial. ‘ ey 

In the highest degree these guarantees of faithful and exact testimony meet in the Evanges . 
lists and Apostles. “aig 

That they were persons of strict and exemplary virtue, must by all candid persons be 
acknowledged ; so much so, that nothing to the contrary was ever urged against the integrity, 
of their conduct by the most malicious enemies of Christianity. Avari¢e and interest could: 
not sway them, for they voluntarily abandoned all their temporal connections, and embarked 
in a cause which the world regarded, to the last degree, as wretched and deplorable. Of their 
sincerity they gave the utmost proof in the openness of their testimony, never affecting reserve, 
or shunning inquiry, They delivered their testimony before kings and princes, priests and 
magistrates, in Jerusalem and Judea where their Master lived and died, and in the most 
populous, inquisitive, and learned parts of the world, submitting its evidences to a fair and 
impartial examination. ; 

“Their minds were so penetrated with a conviction of the truth of the Gospel, that the 
esteemed it their distinguished honour and privilege to seal their attestation to it by them — 
sufferings, and blessed God that they were accounted worthy to suffer reproach and shame 
for their profession. - Passing through honour and dishonour, through evil report and good report, 
as decewers and yet true. Never dejected, never intimidated by any sorrows and suffermgs 
they supported ; but when stoned, imprisoned, and persecuted in one city, flying to another 
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and there preaching ] vith intrepid boldness and heaven-inspired zeal. Patient in 
tribulati — im sp joicing under persecution, calm and comeaon under calumny 
proach, praying for their enemies, when in dungeons cheering the silent hours of night 
hymns of praise to God. Meeting death itself in the most dreadful forms with which 
 enggen rage could dress it, with a serenity and exultation the Stoic philosophy never 
new. In all these’ public scenes showing to the world a heart infinitely above what men 
vulgarly style great and happy, infinitely remote from ambition, the Just of gold, and a. 
passion for popular applause, working with their own hands to raise a scanty subsistence for 
_ themselves that they might not be burdensome to the societies they had teed, holding up to 
all with whom they conversed, in the bright faithful mirror of their own behaviour, the 
amiabl nd excellency of the religion they taught, and in every- scene and circumstance 
ife distinguished for their devotion to God, their uncon ered love for mankind, their sacred 
re for truth, their self-government, moderation, | umanity, sincerity, and every divine, 
social, and moral virtue that can adorn and exalt a character. Nor are there any features of . 
enthusiasm in the wales they have left us. -We meet with no frantic fervours indulged, no — 
monkish abstraction from the world. recommended, no maceration of the body countenanced, 
no unnatural institutions etal, no-vain flights of fancy cherished, no absurd and irra- 
tional doctrines taught, no disobedience to any forms of human government encouraged, but 
all ciyil esta ents and social connections suffered to remain in the same ‘state they were 
before Christianity. So far were the Apostles from being enthusiasts, and instigated by a wild 
vundiscerning religious phrenzy to rush into the jaws of death, when they might have honour- 
‘ably and lawfully escaped it, that we find them, when they could, without wounding their 
~ eonsciences, legally extricate themselves from persecution and death, pleading their privileges 
as Roman citizens, and appealing to Cesar’s supreme jurisdiction.” (4) ; 

As it was contrary to their character to. attempt to deceive others, so they could not be. 
deceived themselves. ‘They could not mistake in the case of feeding of the five thousand, and — 
the sudden healing of lepers, and lame and blind persons ; they could not but know, whether 
he with whom they conversed for forty days was.the same Jesus, as he with whom they had | 

5 8 3 familiar intercourse long before his crucifixion. They could not mistake as to his © 
ascension into heaven; as to the fact whether they themselves were suddenly endowed with 
the power of speaking in languages which they had never acquired; and whether they were — 
able to work miracles, and to impart the same power to others. : 

They were not only disinterested in their testimony; but their interests were on the side of 
concealment. One of the Evangelists, Matthew, occupied a lucrative situation when called. 
by Jesus, and was evidently an opulent man; the fishermen of Galilee were at least in: 
circumstances of comfort, and never had any worldly inducement held out to them by their 
Master; Nicodemus was a ruler among the Jews; Joseph of Arimathea “a rich man ;” and 
St. Paul, both from his education, connections, and talents, had encouraging prospects 1n life ; 
but of himself, and of his fellow labourers, he speaks, and describes all the earthly rewards 
they obtained for testifying both to Jews and Greeks that Jesus was the Christ,—“ Even unto 
this present hour we both hunger and thirst, and are naked, and are buffeted, and have no certain — 
dwelling place ; we are made as the filth of the world, and are the offscowring of all things unto this 
day.” Finally, ae si ae their testimony in many instances with their blood, a cireumstance — 
of which they had been forewarned by their Master, and in the daily expectation of which 
they lived. From this the conclusion of Dr. Paley is irresistible, “These men could not be 
deceivers.. By only not bearing testimony they might have avoided all their sufferings, and 
have lived quietly. Would men in such circumstances pretend to have seen what they never 
saw; assert facts of which they had no knowledge; go about lying, to teach virtue; and 
though not only convinced of Christ’s being an impostor, but having seen the success of his 
imposture in his crucifixion, yet persist in carrying it on, and so persist, as to bring upon 
themselves, for nothing and with a full knowledge of the consequence, enmity and hatred, 
danger and death ?” : pe 
: aipgompleie the character of their testimony, it is in the highest degree cirewmstantial. We 
‘never find that forged or false accounts of things abound in particularities; and where many 
particulars are related of time, place, persons, &c, there is always a strong presumption of 
truth, and on the contrary. Here the evidence is more than presumptive. The history of 
the Evangelists and of the Acts of the Apostles is so full of reference to persons then living, 
and often persons of consequence, to places in-which miracles and. other transactions took 
place publicly and not in secret ; and the application of all these facts by the first propagators 
of the Christian religion to give credit to its Divine authority was-so frequent and explicit, 
and often so reproving to their opposers, that if they had not been true, they must have been 
contradicted ; and, if contradicted on good evidence, the authors must haye been overwhelmed 
with confusion. ‘This argument is rendered the stronger when it is considered, that ‘these 
things were not done in a corner,” nor was the age dark and illiterate and prone to admit 
fables. The Augustan age, was the most learned the world ever saw. The love of arts, 
Sciences, and literature, was the universal passion in almost.every part of the Roman empire, 
where Christianity was first taught in its doctrines, and proclaimed in its facts ; and in this 
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inquisitive and discerning era, it rose, flourished, and le gn ee resistance 
to its doctrines, but without being once questioned as to the truth of its historical facts. toy 

Yet how easily might they have been disproved had they been false—that Herod-the Great 
was not the sovereign of Judea when our Lord was born—that wise men from the East did 
not come to be informed of the place of his birth—and that Herod did not convene the Sanhe- 
drim, to inquire where their expected Messiah was to be born—that the infants in Bethlehem 
were not massacred—that in the time of Augustus all Judea was not enrolled by an imperial 
edict—that Simeon did not take the infant m his arms and proclaim him to be the expected , 
salvation of Israel, which is stated to have been done publicly in the temple, before all the 
-people—that the numerous persons, many of whose ames are mentioned, and some the 
relatives of rulers and centurions, were not miraculously healed nor raised from the dead—that 
the resurrection of Lazarus, stated to have been done publicly, near to Jerusalem, and himself 
a respectable person, well known, did not occur—that the circumstances of the trial, condem- 
nation, and crucifixion of Christ, did not take place as stated by his disciples; in particular, 
that Pilate did not wash his hands before them and give his testimony to the character of our 
‘Lord ; that there was no preternatural darkness from twelve to three in the afternoon on the 
day of the ¢rucifixion ; and that there was no earthquake; facts which if they did not occur 
could have been contradicted by thousands: finally, that these well-known unlettered men, 
‘the Apostles, were not heard to speak with tongues by many who were present in the assem~ 
bly in which this was said to take place. But we might select. almost all the circumstances 
out of the four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles, and show, that for the most part they 
were capable of being contradicted at the time when they were first published, and that the 
immense number of circumstances mentioned would in aftertimes have furnished acute invest- ; 
igators of the history with the means of detecting its falsehood had it not been indubitable,” 
either by comparing the different relations with each other, or with some well authenticated 
facts of accredited collateral history. On the contrary, the small variations in the story of the 
Evangelists are confirmations of their testimony, being in proof that there was no concert 
among them to impose upon the world, and they do not affect in the least the facts of the 
history itself; while as far as collateral, or immediately subsequent history has given its 
evidence, we have already seen, that it is confirmatory of the exactness and accuracy of the 
Sacred Penmen. 

For all these reasons, the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments are to be taken as a! 
faithful and uncorrupted record of the transactions they exhibit; and nothing now appears to 
be necessary, but that this record be examined in order to determine its claims to be admitted 
as the deposit of the standing revelations of the will of God to mankind. The evidence of 
the genumeness and authenticity of the books of which it is composed, at least such of them 
as Is necessary to the argument, is full and complete; and if certain of the facts which they 
detail are proved to be really miraculous, and the prophecies they record are in the proper 
sense predictive, then, according to the principles before established, the contlusion must be, 
THAT THE DOCTRINES WHICH THEY ATTEST ARE Divine. . This shall be the next subject 
examined; minor objections bemg postponed to be answered in a subsequent chapter. 


CHAPTER XV. 
Tur Miracies oF ScriPt0re. 


Ir has been already proved, that miracles are possible, that they are appropriate, necessary, 
and satisfactory evidences. of a Revelation from God: and that, like other facts, the are 
capable of being authenticated by credible testimony. ‘These points having been established 
the main questions before us are, whether the facts alleged as miraculous in the Old and New 
Testaments have ‘a sufficient claim to that character, and whether they were wrought i 
confirmation of the doctrine and mission of the founders of the Jewish and Christian religions. 

ee of a true miracle which we have adopted, may here be conveniently 
repeated : Sete 

A miracle is an effect or event contrary to the established constitution or course of thing's, or a 
sensible suspension or controlment of, or deviation from, the known laws of nature, wrought either 
by the immediate act or by the concurrence or by the permission of God, for the proof or evidence of 
some particular doctrine, or tn attestation of the authority of some particular person. a 

The force of the argument ftom miracles lies in this—that as such works are manifestly 
above human power, and as no created being ¢an effect them, unless empowered by the 
Author of nature, when they are wrought for such an end as that mentioned in the definition 
‘they are tobe considered as authentications of a divine mission by a special and sensible 
interposition of God himself. hie s 

To adduce all the extraordinary works wrought by Mosés and by Christ, would be unne- 
cessary. In those we select for examination, the miraculous character will sufficiently appear 
to bring them within our definition ; and it will be recollected that it has been already esta- 
blished, that the books which contain the account of these facts ‘must have been written by 
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ep ated authors, and that had not the facts themselves occurred as there related, it is 
impossible that the people of the age in which the accounts of them were published could 
have been brought to believe them.. On the basis then of the arguments already adduced to 
prove these great points, it is concluded that we have in the Scriptures a trie relation of the 
facts themselves. Nothing therefore remains but to establish their claims as miracles, 

Out. of the numerous miracles wrought by the agency of Moses-we select, in addition-to 
those before mentioned in chapter ix, the plague of DARKNESS. Two circumstances are to be 
noted in the relation given of this event,.Exodus x. It continued three days, and it afflicted 
the Egyptians only, for “all the children of Israel had light in their dwellings.” The fact here 
mentioned was of the most public kind: and had it not taken place, every Egyptian and 
every Israelite could have contradicted the account. The phenomenon was not produced by 
an eclipse of the sun, for-no eclipse of that luminary can endure so long. Some of the Roman 
writers mention a-danieness by day so great that persons were unable to know each other; 
but we have no historical account of any other darkness so long continued as this, and so 
intense, that the Egyptians “rose not up from their places for three days.” But if any such 
sircumstance had again occurred, and a natural cause could have been assigned for it, yet 
then the miraculous character of this eyent would:remain unshaken ; for to what but ta 
eer cause could the distinction made between the Israelites and the Egyptians be 
attributed, when they inhabited a portion of the same country, and when their neighbour- 
hoods were immediately adjoining? Here then are the characters of a true miracle. The 
established course of natural causes. and. effects is interrupted by an operation upon that 
mighty element, the atmosphere. That it was not.a chance ine in nature, is made 
apparent from the effect following the volition of a man acting in the name of the Lord of 
Nature, and from its being restrained by that to a certain part of the same country —“ Moses 
stretched out his hand,” and the darkness prevailed, every where but in the dwellings of his 
owh people, The act has been established by former arguments; and the fact being allowed, 
the miracle of necessity follows. : ‘ 

The destruction of the rmrsT-BoRN of the Egyptians may be next considered. Here too are 
several circumstances to be carefully noted. This judgment was threatened in the presence 
of Pharaoh, before any of the other plagues were brought upon him and his people. The 
Israelites also were forewarned of it, "They were directed to slay a lamb, sprinkle the blood 
upon their door posts, and prepare for their departure that same night. The stroke was 
inflicted upon the first-born of the Egyptians only, and not upon any other part of the family 
—it occurred in the same hour—the first-born of the Israelites escaped without exception— 
and the festival of “the passover” was from that night instituted in remembrance of the 
event. Such a festival could not in the nature of the thing be established in any subsequent 
age, in commemoration of an event which never occurred; and if instituted at the time, the 
event must haye taken place, for by no means could this large body of men have been per- 
suaded that their first-born had been saved and those of the Egyptians destroyed, if the facts 
had not been before their eyes. ‘The history therefore being established, the miracle follows ; 
for the order of nature is sufficiently known to warrant the conclusion, that, if a pestilence 
were to be assumed as the agent of this calamity, an epidemic disease, however rapid and 
destructive, comes not upon the threat of a mortal, and makes no such selection as the first- 
born of every family. : 

The miracle of dividing the waters of the Rup Sra has already been mentioned, but merits 
more particular consideration. In. this event we observe, as in the others, circumstances 
which exclude all possibility of mistake or collusion, The subject of the miracle is the sea; 
the witnesses of it the host of Israel, who passed through on foot, and the Egyptian nation, 
who lost their king and his whole army. ‘The miraculous characters of the event are :—The 
waters are divided, and:stand up on each side ;—the instrument is a strong east wind, which 
begins its operation upon the waters, at the stretching out of the hand of Moses, and ceases 
at the same sional, and that at the precise moment when the return of the waters would be 
most fatal to the Egyptian pursuing army. , j 

It has, indeed, been asked whether there were not some ledges of rocks where the water 
was shallow, so that an army, at particular times, might pass over; and whether the Etesian 
winds, which blow strongly all summer from the northwest, might not blow so violently 
against the sea as to keep it back “on a heap.” But if there were any force in these 
questions, it is plain that such suppositions would leave the destruction of the Egyptians 
unaccounted for, T'o show that there is no weight in them at all, let the place where the 
passage of the Red Sea was effected be first noted. Some fix it near Suez, at the head of the 
gulf; but if the € were satisfactory evidence of this, it ought also to be taken into the account, 
that formerly the gulf extended at least twentyfive miles north of Suez, the place where it 
terminates at present. (5) But the names of places, as well as tradition, fix the passage about: 
ten hours’ journey lower down, at Clysma, or the valley of Bedea. The name given by Moses 
to the place where the Israelites encamped before the sea was divided, was Pihahiroth, which 
signifies “the mouth of the ridge,” or of that chain of mountains which line the western coast 
of the Red Sea; and as there is but one mouth of that chain through which an immense multi- 
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(6) Lord Vatenrtia’s Travels, vol. iii, p. 344. 
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conspicuous places in,its neighbourho 1 prove, that those, by whom such names were given, 
believed that this was the place at whi and where 


a 
“Pharaoh’s Springs;” while at these places the general name of the gulf itself is B roa 


fathoms, and the breadth at between three and four leagues. But there is no “ledge of rocks,” _ 


and as to the “‘Etesian wind,” the same traveller observes, “If the Etesian wind blowing - 


half of the year from the north, and the winter half from the south, neither of which could 
produce the miracle in question.” aR a : 


subject to agitations, is divided, and a wall of water is formed on each hand, affording a 


uestionable mira- 
ho were sustained _ 


fell a double quantity every-Vriday, to serve the Israelites for 
Sabbath : 4. That what was gathered on the first five days of the week, stank and bred worms, 
if kept above one day; but thatewhich was gathered on Friday kept et for two days ;— 
and 5, That it continued falling while the Israelites remained i Hic wilderness, but ceased a: 
soonas they came out of it, and got corn to eat in the land of Canaan. (6) Let these ver 
extraordinary particulars be considered, and they at once confirm the fact, while théy unequ 
vocally establish the miracle. No people could be deceived in these circumstances ; no persot 
could persuade them of their truth, if they had not occurred ; and the whole was so clearly 
out of the regular course of nature, as to mark unequivocally the interposition of God. To 
the majority of the numerous miracles recorded in the Old Testament, the same remarks 
apply, and upon them the samemiraculous characters are as indubitably impressed. If we 
proceed to those of Christ, the evidence becomes, if possible, more induibtable,- They were 
clearly above the power of either human aveneyepatiaral causes: they were public : they 
were such as could not admit of collusion or deception: they were performed under such cir- 
cumstances as rendered it impossible for the witnesses and reporters of them to mistake: they 
were often done in the presence of malignant, scrutinizing, and intelligent enemies, the Jewish 
rulers, who acknowledged the facts, but attributed them to an evil supernatural agency; and 
there is no interruption in the testimony, from the age in whichthey were wrought, to this 
day. It would be trifling with the reader to examine insiantehaoarsll known in their cireum- 
“stances, for the slightest recollection of the feeding of the multitudes in the desert ;—the healing 
of the paralytic, who, because of the multitude, was let down from the house top ;—the instant 
eure of the withered hand in the synagogue, near Jerusalem, where the Pharisees were 
“ watching our Lord whether he would heal on the Sabbath day ;”—the raising from the dead 
of the daughter of Jairus, the widow’s son, and Lazarus; and many other instances of mira- 
culous power,—will be sufficient to convince any ingenuous mind, that all the characters of 
real and adequately attested miracles-meet in them. That great miracle, the resurrection of 
our Lord himself from the dead, so often appealed to by the first teachers of his religion, may, 


(6) Universal History, 1. 1, c. 7, 


= 
ase 
oe 7 


_ HIRST. ] _ THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES.  *? 
nowever, be here properly adduced, with its convincing and irrefragable circumstances, as 


completing this. branch of the External evidence. . © VGN wen 
4 That it is a miracle in its highest sense for a person: cae to raise himself again to 
_ life, cannot be doubted ; and when wrought, as the raising of Christ was, in attestation’ of a 
Di conte ission, it. is evidence of the most irrefragable kind. So it has been revarded by 
elievers, who have bent all their force against it; and so it was regarded by Divine Pro- 

aes who vote. its proofs ample and indubitable in proportion to its importance. Let 

us, then, examine the circumstances, as recorded in the history. ~ is 1a Pa Oe 

_ In the first place, the reality of Christ's death'is circumstantially and fully stated; though, if 
sgh ie death evidence had been adduced, it is not to be’ supposed, that they, who had 


ght his death with so much eagerness, would be inattentive to the full execution of the 
sentence for which they had clamoured. ‘The execution was public; he was crucified with 
acme pia malefactors, in the usual place of execution; the soldiers brake not his legs, the 
"usual practice when they would hasten the death of the malefactor, observing that he was. 
dead already. His enemies knew that he had predicted his resurrection, and would therefore” 
be careful that he should not be removed from the cross before death had actually taken place ; 
and Pilate refused to deliver the body for burial until he had expressly inquired of the officer 
on duty, whether he were already dead. Nor was he taken away to an unknown or distant 
tomb. Joseph of Arimathea made.no secret of the place where he had buried him. It was in 
his own family tomb, and the Pharisees knew where to direct the watch which was appointed 
to guard the body against the approach of his disciples. The reality of the death of Christ is 
therefore established. ; Pe ees is vee Cae. 
2. But by both parties, by the Pharisees on the one part, and by the diseiples on the other, 
it was agreed, that the body was missing, and that, in the state of death, it was never more 
seen! ‘The sepulchre was made sure, the stone at the mouth being sealed, and a watch of 
sixty Roman soldiers appointed to guard it, and yet the body was not to be found. Let us 
see, then, how each party accounts for this fact. ‘The disciples affirm, that two of their com- 
pany, going early in the morning to the sepulchre to embalm the body, saw an angel descend 
and roll away the stone, sit upon it, and invite them to see the place where their Lord had lain, 
- informing them that he was risen, and commanding them to tell the other disciples of the 
fact ;—that others 7 Ei ae sepulchre, and found not the body, though the’grave-clothes 
_ remained; that, at different times, he appeared to them, both separately and when assem- 
bled; that ther capes with him; that he partook of their food; that they touched his 
body; that he continued to make his. appearance among them for nearly six weeks, and then, 
after many advices, finally led them out as far as Bethany, and; in the presence of them all, 
ascended into the clouds of heaven. This is the statement of the disciples. = 
The manner in which the Jewish Sanhedrim accounts for the absence of our. Lord’s body 
from the sepulchre is, that the Roman soldiers having slept on their post, the disciples stole 
away the corpse. We know of no other account. ‘Neither in their earliest books nor tradi- 
tions is there any other attempt to explain the alleged resurrection of Jesus. We are war- 
“ranted therefore im concluding, that the Pharisees had nothing but this to oppose to the 
_ positive testimony of the disciples, who also added, and published it to the world, that the 
ess soldiers related to the Pharisees “all the things that were done,” the earthquake, the 
_ appearance of the angel, xc; but that they were bribed to say, “His disciples came by night 
and stole him away, while we slept.” he See = 
On the statement of the Pharisees we may remark, that though those who were not con= 
‘ ced by our Lord’s former miracles were: in a state of mind to resist the impression of his 
resurrection, yet, in this attempt to destroy the testimony of the Apostles, they fell below their 
~ asual subtlety in circulating a story which carried with it its own refutation, This, how- 
‘ever, may be accounted for from the hurry and agitation of the moment, and the necessity 
under which they were laid to invent something to amuse the populace,,who were not indis- 
posed to charge th 2m with the death of Jesus. Of this it is clear that the Pharisees were 
apprehensive, “fearing the people,” on this as on former occasions. ‘This appears from the 
manner in which the Sanhedrim addressed the Apostles, Acts v, 28: “Did we not straitly 
command you, that Yogbeuld not teach in this name? and behold you have filled Jerusalem 
with your doctrine, and INTEND TO BRING THIS MAN’s BLOOD UPON vs.” ‘The majority of the 
people were not enemies of Jesus, though the Pharisees were; and if was a mob of base 
fellows, and strangers, of which Jerusalem was full at the Passover, who had been excited to 
clamour for his death. "The body of the Jewish populace heard him gladly ; great numbers 
of them had been deeply impressed by the raising of Lazarus, in the very neighbourhood of 
Jerusalem, and had in consequence accompanied him with public acclamations, as the Mes- 
siah, into Jerusalem. . These sentiments of the people of Jerusalem toward our Lord were 
transferred to the Apostles; for after Peter and John had healed the man at the gate of the 
temple, and refused to obey the Council in keeping silent as to Christ; when the chief priests 
had “further threatened them, they let them go, finding not how they might punish them BECAUSE 
OF THE PEOPLE.” : 
It was in a state of considerable agitation, therefore, that this absurd and self-exposed 
rumour was hastily got up, and as hastily published. We may add, also, that it was hastily 
abandoned ; for it is remarkable, that it is never adverted to by the Pharisees in any of those 
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legal processes instituted at-Jerusalem ‘against the first preachers of Christ as the risen, Mes- 
wah, en a few days after the a bot event itself. First, Peter and Jo cy rought 
before their great council; then the whole body of the Apostles twice; on all these occasi ms © 
they affirm the fact of the resurrection, before the yery men who had originated the tale ofthe. 
stealing away of the body, and in none of these nstances did the chief priests op this 
story to the explicit testimony of his disciples having seen, felt, and conversed with Jesus, 
after his passion. This silence cannot be accounted for but on the supposition that, in the — 

resence of the Apostles at least, they would not hazard its exposure. If ‘at any time the 
Ro n guards could have been brought forward effcbouallya eee UE the Apostles, it w 


when the whole body of the latter were in custody, and before the council, ‘where indeed the 
- great question at issue between the parties Mee 1ether Jesus were: risen from the dead or 
he the one-part the Apostles stand bi fore the rulers affirming the fact, and are ready. 
_ to go into the detail of their testimony; the only testimony which could be opposed to this is . 
that of the Roman soldiers, but not one of the sixty is brought up, and they do not even 
advert to the rumour which the rulers. had proclaimed. On the contrary, one. of the 
» Gamaliel, advises the council to take no further proceedings, but to let the matter go on, for 
this reason, that ifit were of men it would come to nought, but if of God, they could not 
- overthrow it, and would be found to fight against God himself. Now it is plain,. that. if the 
Fie themselves believed in the story they had put into the ‘mouths of the Roman’ 
soldiers, no Doctor of the Law, like Gamaliel, would have given such advice, and equally 
impossible is it that the council should unanimously have agreed to it. With honest proofs 
: of an imposture in their hands, they could never thus have temely surrendered the public to 
delusion and their own characters to infamy; nor, if they had, could wie their non- 
interference on the ground assumed by Gamaliel. ‘The very principle of his decision 
supposes, that both sides acknowledged something very extraordinary which might prove a 
work of Gon; and that time would make it manifest. It admitted in point « of fact, that 
JEsuUs MIGHT BE RISEN AGAIN. The whole council, by adopting Gamaliel’s dec sion, admitted 
this possibility, or how could time show the whole work built entirely upon this fact, to. 
work of God, or not?’ And thus Gamaliel, without intending it, certainly, ‘has: afforde 
evidence in favour of the resurrection of our Lord the more powerful from its being incidental. 
The absurdity involved in the only testimony ever brought against the resurrection of ow’ 
Lord, rendered it indeed impossible to. maintain. the story, That a Roman guard should be 
found off their watch, or asleep, a fault which the military law of that people punished wit 
death, was most incredible; that; if they were asleep, the timid disciples of Christ should 
dare to make the attempt, when the noise of removing the stone and bearing away the body 
might awaken them, is very improbable; and, above all, as it has been often put, either the - 
soldiers were awake or asleep—if awake, why sidithey suffer a few unarmed peasant | 
women to take away the body? and if asleep, h w came. they to Jnow' thatthe discit 
were the persons? ED NG Mio ae, Se Pe ae 
Against the resurrection of Christ, we may then with doistide tie Say, there is no testi ony 
whatever}; it stands, like every other fact in the evangelic history, entirely uncontra C 
from .the earliest ages to the present; and though we grant that it does not follow, t 
because we do not admit the account given of the absence of our Lord’s body from the sepul- 
chre by the Jews, we must therefore admit that of the Apostles, yet the very inability o 
those who first objected to the fact of the resurrection to account for the absence of the body, 
which had been entirely in their own power, affords very strong presumptive evidence. in 
favour of the statement of the disciples. Under such circumstances the loss of the body 
became itself an extraordinary event. “The tomb vas. carefully closed and sealed by officers 
appointed for that purpose, a guard was set, and yet the body is missing. The. story of the 
Pharisees does not at all account for the fact; it is too absurd to be for a moment credited - 
and unless the history of the Evangelists be admitted, that singular fact remains still unac- - 
counted for. ; : Se, BAS eee 
_ But in addition to this presumption, let the circumstances of credibility in the testimony of 
the disciples be-collected, and the evidence becomes indubitable. x ie 4 
The account given by the disciples was not even an improbable one; for allow the miracles” 
wrought by Christ during his life, and the resurrection follows as a natural conclusion; for” 
before that. event can be maintained to be in the lowest sense improbable, the whole history 
of his public life, in opposition not to the Evangelists merely, but, as we have seen, to te s 
testimony of Jews and Heathens themselves, must be proved to bea fable, sate Sa 


The manner in which this testimony is given, is in its favour.’ So far from the Evangelist: f 
having written in coneert, they give an account of the transaction so varied as to make it 
clear that they wrote independently of each other; and yet. so agreeing in the leading facts,» 
and so easily capable of reconcilement in those mimute circumstances in which some discre-_ 
ew a first sight appears, that their evidence in every part carries with it the air of honesty 
and truth, : : ae 

Their own account sufficiently proves, that. they were incredulous as to the fact when 
announced, and so not disposed. to be imposed upon by an imagination, This indeed was 
impossible; the appearanées of Christ were too numerous, and were contiriued for too long a 
fume,—forty days, They could not mistake, and it is as impossible that they should deceive; 
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ble that upward of five hundred le to ‘whom Christ appeared, should have been 
ersua led by the artful few, that they had seen and conversed with Christ, or to agree, not 
ly on t reward, but in renunciation of all interests and in hazard of all dangers and of 
di itself; to continue to assert a falsehood. — , Pi j 
. ie: a long period elapse before the fact of the resurrection was proclaimed; nor was a 
distant piace chosen in which to make the first report of it. These would have been sus- 
picious circumstances; but on the contrary the disciples-testify the fact from the day of the 
resurrection itself, One of them in a public speech at the feast of Pentecost, addressed to a 
mixed n ultitude, affirms it et the same testimony is given by the.whole college of Apos- 
tles, peli e the great council twice: this too was done at Jerusalem, the scene of the whole 
transaction, and in the presence of those most interested in detecting the falsehood. Their 
evidence was given, not only before private but public persons, before magistrates and tri u- 
nals, “before philosophers and rabbies, before courtiers, before lawyers, before people expert. 


in examining and’ cross-examining witnesses,” and yet what Christian ever impeached his 
accomplices ? or discovered this pretended imposture? or was convicted of prevarication? or 
‘was even confronted with others who could contradict him as to this or any other matter of 
fact relative to his religion? To this testimony of the Apostles was added the seal of mira- 
cles, wrought as publicly, and being as unequivocal in their nature, as open to public inves- 
_ tigation, and as numerous, as those of dei Lord himself. The miracle of the gift of tongues 
was in proof of the resurrection and ascension of Jesus Christ; and the miracles of healing 


were wrought by the Apostles in their Master’s name, and therefore were the proofs both of 


his resurrection and of their commission. Indeed of the want of supernatural evidence the 

ews, the ancient enemies of Christianity, never complained. They allowed the miracles 
both of Christ and his Apostles; but by ascribing them to Satan, and regarding them as 
diabolical asions and wonders wrought in order to seduce them from the Law, their admis- 


sion: at once in proof of the truth‘of the Gospel history, and enable us to account. for 
their resi: epee an evidence so majestic and overwhelming. (7) 


CHAPTER XVI. 


OBJECTIONS TO THE Proor FROM Miracles CONSIDERED. 


ae 
, Pe 


Tug first objection to the conclusiveness of the argument in favour of the Mosaic and 
ristian systems which is drawn from their miracles, is grounded upon facts and doctrines 
d to be found in the Scriptures themselves. oe 

It is stated, that the Scriptures assert miraculous acts to have been performed in opposition 
o the mission and to the doctrine of those who have professed themselves accredited instru- 
nents of making known revelations of the will of God to mankind; and that the sacred 
Ss = pial) speak of such events as possible, nay as certain future occurrences, even 

hen they have not actually taken place. he question therefore is, how miracles should be 
lusive proofs of truth, when they actually have been, or may be wrought, in proof of 


con: 
falsehood. “Shall a miracle confirm the belief of one, and not confirm the belief of more Gods 
than one, if wrought for that purpose?” (8) The instances. usually adduced are the feats of 
the Egyptian Magi in opposition to Moses, and the raising of Samuel by the witch of Endor. 
The presumptions that such works are considered possible, are drawn from a passage of 
Moses in the book of Deuteronomy ; a prediction respecting false Christs in St. Matthew’s 

rospel; and the prediction of the man of sin, in the writings of St. Paul: all of which caution 
r against being seduced from the truth, by “signs and wonders” performed by false 


‘teachers. 
‘With respect to the miracles, or pretended miracles, wrought by the magicians of Pharaoh, 
some preliminary considerations are to be noted. 


1. That whether the persons called magicians were regular priests, or a distinct class of © 


men, they were known to be expert in producing singular effects and apparent transforma- 
tions in natural objects, for after Moses had commenced his marvellous operations, they were 
sent for by Pharaoh to oppose their power and skill to his, 48 q 
2. That they succeeded, or appeared to succeed, in three attempts to imitate the works of 
Moses, and were then controlled, or attempted a work beyond their power, and were obliged 
to acknowledge themselves vanquished by “the finger of God.” The rést of the miracles 
ba by Moses went on without any attempt at imitation. i ee y - 
3 ‘That these works of whatever kind they might be, were wrought to hold up the idols, of 
Egypt as equal in power to Jehovah, the God of Moses and the Israelites, This is a CON- 
sideration of importance, and the fact is easily proved. If they were mere jugglers eae 
performed their wonders by sleight of hand, they did not wish the people to know this, or their 


(7) The evidences of our Lord’s resurrection are fully exhibited in West on the Resurrection, SHER- 
LOcK’s Trial of the Witnesses, and Dr. Coox’g Illustration of the Evidence of Christ’s Resurrection, 
(8) Bishop FLEET woop on Miracles. 
11 
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influence over them could not have been maintained. They therefore used “enchantments,” 
incongruous and strange ceremonies, rites and offerings, which among all superstitious people 
have eed supposed to have a powerful effect in commanding the influence of supernatural 
beings in their favour and subjecting them to their will. We have an instance of this use of — 
“enchantments” in the case of Balaam, who lived in the same age; and this example goes 
very far, we think, to settle the sense in which the Magi used “ enchantments ;” for though 
the original word used is different, yet its ideal meaning 1s equally capable of bemg applied 
to the rites of incantation, and ia this sense it is confirmed by the whole story. (9) “What- 
ever connection therefore may be supposed to exist between the “enchantments” used and 
the works performed, or if all connection be denied, this species of religious rite was performed, 
and the people understood, as it was intended they should understand, that the wonders 
which the Magi performed were done under the influence of their deities. The object of 
Pharaoh, and the Magicians was to show, that their gods were as powerful as the God who 
had commissioned Moses, and that they could protect them from his displeasure, though they 
should refuse at the command of his commissioned servant to let his people go. ; 

But whatever pretence there was of supernatural assistance, it is contended by several 
writers of great and deserved authority, that no miracles were wrought at all on these occa- 
sions; that, by dexterity and previous preparation, serpents were substituted by the Magicians 
for rods; that a colouring matter was infused into a portion of water; and that as frogs, 
through the previous miracle of Moses, every where abounded in the land of Egypt, a suffi- 
cient number might be easily procured to cover some given space; and they further argue, 
that when the miracles of Moses became such as to defy the possibility of the most distant 
imitation, at that point the simulations of the Magi ceased. pe 

The obvious objection to this is, that ‘‘ Moses describes the works of the Magicians in the 
very. same language ashe does his own, and therefore there is reason to conclude that they 
were equally miraculous.” To this it is replied, that nothing is more common than to speak 
of professed jugglers as doing what they pretend or appear to do, and that this language 
never misleads. But it is also stated, and the observation is of great weight, that the word 
used by Moses is one of great latitude—“ they pip so,” that is, in ike manner, importing that 
they attempted some imitation of Moses; because it is used when they failed in their attempt— 
“they pyp so to bring forth lice; but they could not.” Further, Mr. Farmer, Dr. Hales, and 
others, contend, that the root of the word translated ‘“enchantments” fitly expresses any 
“secret artifices or methods of deception, whereby false appearances are imposed upon the 
spectators.” For a further explanation and defence of this hypothesis, an extract from Far- 
mer’s Dissertation on Miracles is given, at the end of the chapter. (1) 

Much as these observations deserve attention, it may be very much doubted, whether mere 
manual dexterity and sleight of hand can sufficiently account for the effects actually produced, 
if only human agents were engaged; and it does not appear impracticable to meet any difii- 
culty which may arise out of an admission of supernatural evil agency in the imitation of the 
three first wonders performed by Moses. : 

It ought however in the first place to be previously stated, that the history before us is not 
in fairness to be judged of as an insulated statement, independent.of the principles and doc- 
trines of the revelation in which it is found. With that revelation it is bound up, and by the 


‘light of its doctrine it is to be judged. No Infidel, who would find in Scripture an argument 


against Scripture, has the right to consider any passage separately, or to apply to it the rule 
of his own theory on religious subjects, unless he has first, by fair and honest argument, dis- 
posed of the evidences of the Scriptures themselves. He must disprove the authenticity of 
the sacred record, and the truth of the facts. contined in it,—he must rid himself of every 
proof of the Divine mission of Moses, and of the evidence of his miracles, before he is entitled 
to this right; and if he is inadequate to this task, he can only consider the case as a difficulty, 
standing on the admission of the Scriptures themselves, and to be explained, as far as possi- 
ble, on the principles of that general system of religion which the Scriptures themselves 
supply. In this nothing more is asked, than argumentative fairness. The same rule is still 
more obligatory upon those interpreters who profess to believe in the Divine authority of the 
sacred records; for by the aid of their general principles and unequivocal. doctrines, every 
difficulty which they profess to extract from them, is surely to be examined in order to ascer-- 
tain its real character. What, however, is the real difficulty in the present case, supposing 
it to be allowed that the Magicians performed works superior to the power of any mere 
human agent, ond therefore supernatural? This it is the more necessary to settle, as the 
difficulty supposed o arise out of this admission has been exaggerated. . 

It seems generally to have been supposed, that these counter performances were wrought’ 


(8) “ They also did in like manner with their enchantments. The word towns, lahatim, comes from 
wn?, lahat, to burn, to set on fire; and probably signifies such incantations as required Jwstral fires, sacri- 
fices, fumigations, burning of incense, aromatic and odoriferous drags, §c, as the means of evoking | 
departed spirits, or assistant demons, by whose ministry, it is probable, the Magicians in question wrought 
some of their deceptive miracles: for as the term miracle properly signifies something which exceeds the 
power of nature or art to produce, (see verse 9;) hence there could be no miracle in this case, but those 


wrought through the power of God, by the ministry of Moses and Aaron.”—Dr. ADAM CLARKE in loc, 
(1) See note A at the end of the chapter. 
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to contradict the Divine mission of Moses, and that by allowing them to be supernatural, we 
are brought into the difficulty of gepering, that God may authenticate the mission of his 
servants by miracles, and that miracles may be wrought also to contradict this attestation, 
thus leaving us in a state of uncertainty. ‘This view is not however at all countenanced by 
the history. Wo intimation is given that the Magicians performed their wonders to proye that 
there was no such God as Jehovah, or that Moses was not commissioned by him. For as 
they. did not deny the works of Moses to be really performed, they could no more deny that 
he did them be e power of his God, than they would deny that they themselves performed 
their exploits by the assistance of their gods,—a point which they doubtless wished to impress 
upon oh and the people, and for which both were prepared by their previous belief in 
their idols, and in the effect of incantations., For to suppose that Pharaoh sent for men to 
play mere juggling tricks, knowing them to be mere jugglers, seems too absurd to be for a 
roment admitted, except indeed, as some have assumed, that he thought the works of Moses 
to be sleight-of-hand deceptions, which he might expose by the imitations of his own jugglers. 
But nothing of this-is even hinted at in the history, and at least the second work of Moses 
was such as entirely to preclude the idea—the water became blood throughout the whole land 
of Egyp it was not intended by these works of the Egyptian Magi, to oppose the existence 
of Jeh , for there was nothing in Polytheism which required it to be denied, that every 
people had their own local diyinities,—nothing indeed which required its votaries to disallow 
the existence of even a Supreme Deity, the “‘ Father of gods and men ;” and that Moses was 
commissioned by this Jehovah, “ the God of the Hebrews,” to command Pharaoh to let his 
people go, was in point of fact acknowledged, rather than denied, by allowing his works, and 
attempting to imitate them. The argument upon their own principles was certainly as strong 
for Moses, as for the Egyptian priests. If their extraordinary works proved them the serv- 
ants of their gods, the works of Moses proved him to be the servant of his God. 

Thus in this series of singular transactions was there no evidence from counter miracles, 
even, should it be allowed that real miracles were wrought, to counteract or nullify the mission 
of Moses, or to deny the existence or even to question any of the attributes of the true Jeho- 
yah. All that can be said is, that singular works, which were intended to pass for miraculous 
ones, were wrought, not to disprove any thing which Moses adyanced, but to prove that the 

igyptian deities had power equal to the God of the Jews; in which contest their votaries 
ultimately failed—that pretension being abundantly refuted by the transcendent nature and 
number of the works of Moses; and by their being “plagues,” from which the objects of their 
idolatry could not deliver them, and which, indeed, as the learned Bryant has shown, were 
intended expressly to humble idolatry itself, and put it to open and bitter shame. 

If in this instance we see nothing to contravene the evidence of miracles, as attestations of 
the Diyine commission of Moses, so in no other case recorded in Scripture. The raising of 
the spirit of Samuel by the witch of Endor, is indeed the only instance of any thing approach- 
ing to miraculous agency ascribed to an evil spirit, unless we add the power exercised by 
Satan oyer Job, and his bearing our Lord through the air, and placing him upon an exceeding 
high mountain. But whether these events were properly speaking miraculous, may be more 
than doubted ; and if they were, neither they, nor the raising of Samuel, profess to give any 
evidence in opposition to the mission of any servant of God, or to the doctrines taught by him. 
On the contrary, so far are the Scriptures from affording any examples of miracles, either 
real or simulated, wrought in direct opposition to the mission and theological doctrine of the 
inspired messengers of God in any age, that in cases where the authority.of the messenger 
was fairly brought into question, the examples are of a quite different kind. Elijah brought 
the matter to issue, whether Jehovah or Baal were God; and while the priests of Baal heard 
neither “voice nor sound” in return to all their prayers, the God of Israel answered his own 

rophet by fire, and by that.ratified his servant’s commission and his own divinity before all 
tel The devils in our Lord’s days confessed him to be the Son of the Most High God. 
The damsel possessed with a spirit of divination at Thyatira, gaye testimony to the mission 
of the Apostle Paul and his companions. We read of no particular acts performed by Elymas 
the sorcerer ; but, whatever he could perform, when he attempted to turn away Sergius Paulus 
from the faith he was struck blind. And thus we find that Scripture does nowhere represent. 
miracles to have been actually wrought in contradiction of the authority of any whom God 
had commissioned to teach his will to mankind. 

But that the Scriptures assume this as possible, is argued from Deut. xili, 1, &c,—where the 

eople are commanded not to follow a prophet or dreamer of dreams, who would entice them 
into idolatry, though he should giye them “a sign or wonder, and the sign or wonder come 
to pass.” Here, however, it appears, that not a miracle, but a prophecy of some wonderful 
event is spoken of: for this sign or wonder was to come to pass. Nor can the prediction be 
considered as more than some shrewd and accidental guess, either from himself, or by the 
assistance of'some evil supernatural agency, (a subject we shall just now consider,) but 1 fact. 
folling short, though in some respects wonderful, of a true prediction ; because in the eighteenth 
chapter of the same Book, the fulfilment of the words of a prophet is made the conclusive proof 
of his Divine commission, nor can we suppose the same writer within the distance of a few 
sentences to contradict. himself. j 
Tn Matthew xxiv, 24, it is predicted that false Christs and false prophets shall arise and 
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show “great signs and wonders,” calculated to deceive men, though not “the elect.” . And in 
seat ii, 8 ie 9, the coming of the man of sin is said to be “after the working of Satan with 
all power, and signs, and lying wonders.” The latter prediction. refers, unquestionably to the 
Papacy, and to works wrought to lead men from the true interpretation of the Gospel, though 
not to annul in the least the Divine authority of Christ and his Apostles; the former sup- 
poses works which as being wrought by false Christs, are opposed to the commission of our 
bara: and is indeed the only instance in which a direct contest between the miracles which 
attest the authority of a Divine messenger, and “ great signs and wonders” wrought to attest 
an opposing and contradictory authority, is spoken of. “What these “ signs and wonders” 
may be, it is therefore necessary to ascertain. : : 2 : 
fn the Thessalonians they are ascribed to the “ working of Satan,” and in order to bring the 
general principles of the revelation of the Scriptures, to bear upon these its more obscure and 
difficult parts, a rule to which we are in fairness bound, it must be observed, ‘ 

‘1. That the introduction of sin into the world is ascribed to the malice and seductive cun- 
ning of a powerful evil spirit, the head and leader of innumerable others.—2. That when a 
Redeemer was promised to man, that promise, in its very first annunciation, indicated a long 
and arduous struggle between mim and these evil supernatural agents.—3, That it is the fact, 
that a powerful contest has been maintained in the world ever since, between truth and error, 
idolatry, superstition, and will-worship, and the pure and authorized worship of the true God. 
4. That the Scriptures uniformly represent the Redeemer and Restorer at the head of one 
party of men in the struggle, and Satan at the head of the other; each making use of men as 
their instruments, though consistently with their general free agency.—5. That Almighty God 
carries on his purposes to win man back to obedience to him, by the exhibition of truth, with 
its proper evidences ; by commands, promises, threats, chastisements, and final punishments ; 
and that Satan opposes this design by exhibitions of error, and false religion, gratifying to the 
corrupt passions. and appetites of men, and especially seeks to influence powerful agents 
among men to seduce others by their example, and to destroy the truth by persecution and 


 force.—6. That the false religions of the Heathen, as well as the corruptions of Christianity, 


took place under this diabolical influence ;.and that the idols of the Heathen were not only the 
devices of devils, but often devils themselves, (2) made the objects of the worship of men, 
either for their wickedness or their supposed power to hurt. (3) 

Now as the objection which we are considering is professedly taken from Scripture, its 
doctrine on this subject must be explained by itself, and for this reason the above particu- 
lars have been introduced; but the inquiry must go further. These evil spirits are in a state 
ofshostility to the truth, and oppose it by endeavouring fo seduce men to erroneous opinions, 
and a corrupt worship. All their power may therefore be expected to be put forth in accom 
plishment of their designs; but to what does their power extend? This is an important 
question, and the Scriptures afford us no small degree of assistance in deciding it. 

1. They can perform no work of creation; for this throughout Scripture is constantly 
attributed to God, and is appealed to by him as the proof of his own divinity in opposition 
to idols, and to all beings whatever—“ To whom will ye liken me, or shall I be equal, saith the 
Holy One? Lift up your eyes on high and behold who hath created these things.’ This claim 
must of necessity cut off from every other being the power of creating in any degree, that is, of 
making any thing out of nothing; for a being possessing the power to create an atom out of 
nothing, could not want the ability of making a world. Nay, creation, in its lower sense, is 
in this passage denied to any but God ; that is, the forming goodly and perfect natural objects, 
suclf as the heavens and the earth are replenished with, from a preéxistent matter, as he 
formed all things from matter unorganized and chaétic. No “sign,” therefore, no “wonder? 
which implies creation, is possible to finite beings ; and whatever power any of them may have 
over matter, it cannot extend to any act of creation. : ; 

2. Life and death are out of the power of evil spirits. 'The dominion of these is so exclu- 
sively claimed by God himself in many passages of Scripture which are familiar, that the 
need not be cited,— Unto God the Lord belong the issues from death”—« I kill, and I make alive 
again.” Wo “signs or wonders,” therefore, which imply dominion ‘over these,—the power to 
produce a living being, or to give life to the dead,—are within the power of evil spirits; these 
are works of God. : f 

3. The knowledge of future events, especially of those which depend on free or contingent 
causes, is not attainable by evil spirits. ‘This is the property of God, who founds upon it the 
pot of his Deity, and therefore excludes it from all others: ** Show the things that are to come 

ereafter, that we may know that ye are Gods.” (4) They cannot therefore utter a prediction in 


(2) Some of the demons worshipped by Heathens had a benevolent reputation, and these were no doubt 
suggested by the tradition of good angels; others were malignant, and were none other than the evil angels, 
devils, han ed down by the same tradition. .'Thus Plutarch says, “It has been a very ancient opinion, that 
there are malevolent demons, who envy good men, and oppose them.in their actions,” &c. 

_ (8) The passion of Satan to be worshipped appears strongly marked in our Lord’s temptation— All 
these will I give thee, if thou wilt fall down and worship me.” In all ages evil and sanguimary beings hava 
is sia : was a = si a = hae and remains so to this day in India, and Africa, where devil 
orship is openly professed. - In Ceylon nothing is more common : i F riva illag: 
mee en ee ee es a 35, 26, i = mmon ; and in many parts of Afriva every village 
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D ag Se 
rustine observes, “they have Mi te a discovering what is in the minds of men by 
i as the most sagacious men cannot perceive,” 


work of temptation, giv insight into and tempers and weakness of 
individuals, may be granted; but that absolu iate, infallible knowledge of the 
eiaracer bel alone to God, is clearly the doctrine of Scripture: it is the 

who 6 h the heart,” and “Imoweth what is in man 7” and in Jererniah vii, 9, 10, the 


P v of the heart is attributed exclusively to God alone, ‘ 
Let all these things then be considered, and we shall be able to ascertain st in part, 
the within which this evil agency is able to operate in opposing the truth, and in giving 


working of Satan” to op the truth by such “ signs and wonders” as many have 
Tn no instance can evi a pose the truth, we do not say by equal, or nearly 


inthe, Aes pidlinet of mere men unassisted ; and we have seen, that as ide Is 
diabolic, an D0sition 
to God, the comics su them to be exceedingly active in its support. It is perfectly 


thrown upon a. cleared place; and the water, which could only be obtained by digging, for the 
Pave ot Mites was upon all the stréarns and reservoirs, and the quantity being in conse- 
quence very limited, might by their invisible activity be easily mixed with blood or a colouring 
matter. In all this there*was something of the imposture of the priests, and much of the 
‘assistance of Satan; but in the strict sense no miracle was wrought by.either, while the 

orks of Moses were, from their extent, unequivocally miraculous. ; 

For the reasons we have given, no apparent miracles wrought in support of falsehood, can 
for a moment become rivals of the great miracles by which the revelations of the Scripture are 
attested. For instance, nothing like that of feeding several thousands of people with a few 


loaves a. hes can occur, for that sup creation of the matter and the form of bread and 
fish; no giving life to the dead, for the “issues from death” belong exclusively to God. 
Accordingly, we find in the “signs and 6” wrought by the false prophets and Christs 
predicted in Matthew, whether we su thera mere impostors, or the immediate agents of 


Satan also, nothing of this decisive kind to attest their mission. Tueunas promised to divide 
Jordan, and seduced many to follow him; but he was killed by the Roman troops before he 
could perform his miracle. Another promised that the walls of Jerusalem should fall down, 
but ie. lowers were also put to the sword by Felix. The false Christ Bancnocuena 
raised a large party; but no miracles of his are recorded. Another arose A- D. 434, and 

retended to de the sea; but hid himself after many of his besotted followers had plunged 
into it, in td tha it would retire frorn them, and were drowned. Many other false Christs 
appeared at different times; but the most noted was Sarvarar Sev, in 1666, The delusion 
of the Jews with respect to him was very great. Many of his followers were strangely 
affected, prophesied of his greatness, and appeared by their contortiss to be under some 
supernatural influence ; but the Grand Seignior having apprehended Sabbatai, gave him the 


choice of proving his Messiahship by suffering a body of pipe fo shoot at hirn, after which, , 


if he was not wounded, he would acknowledge him to be the Messias ; or, if he declined this, 
that he should be impaled, or turn Turk. He Cinge ae latter, and the delusion was dis- 
sipated, a a 

oe whatever “signs or wonders” might be wfought by any of these, it is clear from the 
absence of all record of any unequivocal miracle, that they were either illusions, or smpostures, 
| The same course of remark applies to prophecy. To know the future certainly, € special 
prerogative of God. The false prophet anticipated by Moses in Deuteronomy, who was to 
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utter wonderful predictions which should “come to pags,” is not therefore to be supposed to 
‘utter predictions strictly and truly, as founded upon an absolute knowledge of the future. A 
shrewd man may gues8 happily in some instances, and his conjectures when accomplished 
may appear to be “a sign and a wonder,” toa people willing to be deceived, because loving 
the idolatry to which he would lead them. Still further, the Scripture doctrine does not 
discountenance the idea of an evil supernatural agency, “ working” with him; and then the 
superior sagacity of evil spirits may give to his conjectures, founded upon their own natural 
foresight of probabilities, a more decided air of prophecy, and thus aid the wicked purpose of 
‘seducing men from God’s worship. Real and unequivocal prophécy is however impossible to 
them, and indeed we have no instance of any approach to it among the false prophets recorded 


_in the Jewish history. The Heathen oracles may afford us also a comment on this. They 


were exceedingly numerous; many of them were highly celebrated; all professed to reveal 
the future ; some wonderful stories are recorded of them; and it is difficult to refer the whole 
to the imposture of priests, though much of that was ultimately detected: That they kept 
their credit for 2000 years, end were silenced by the spread of the Gospel, and that, almost 
entirely, before the time of the establishment of Christianity by Constantine, as acknowledged 
by Heathen authors themselves—that they were in many instances silenced .by individual 
istians, is openly declared in the apologies of the Christian Fathers, so that the Pythonic 
inspiration could never be renewed—these are all strong presumptions at least, that, in this 
mockery of the Oracle of Zion, this counterfeit of the standing evidence given by prophecy to 
truth, there was-much of diabolical agency, though greatly mingled with imposture. (5) 
Nevertheless the ambiguity and obscurity by which the oracles sported with the credulity 
of the Heathen, and miserably seduced them, often to the most diabolical wickednesses, and 
yet, in many cases, whatever might happen, preserved the appearance of having told the truth, 
sufficiently proved the want of a certain and clear knowledge of the future; and, upon the 
showing of their own writers, nothing was ever uttered_by an oracle which, considered as 
prophecy, can be for a moment put in comparison with the least remarkable of those Scripture 
predictions which are brought forward in proof of the truth of the Scriptures. When they 
are brought into comparison, the most celebrated of them appear contemptible. (6) -We may 
then very confidently conclude, that, as Seripture nowhere represents any “ signs or wonders” 
as actually wrought to contradict the evidence of the Divine commission of Moses, of Christ 
and his Apostles ; ‘so in those passages in which it supposes that they may occur, and predicts 
that they will be wrought in favour of falsehood, and, in the case of the false Christs, in 
opposition to the true Messiah, they do not give any countenance to the notion, that either 
real miracles can be wrought, or real predictions uttered, even by the permission of God,’ in 
favour of falsehood: for no permission, properly speaking, can be given to any being to do 
what he has not the natural power to effect; and permission in this case, to mean any thing, 
must imply that God himself wrought the miracles, and gave the predictions, through the 
instrumentality of a creature it is true, but in fact that He employed his Divine Power in 
5 Seminar to his own truth,—-a dishonourable thought ‘which cannot certainly be maintained. 
is permission may however extend to a license to evil men, and evil spirits too, to employ, 
against the truth and for the seduction of men, whatever natural power they possess. This 
is perfectly consistent with the general doctrine of Scripture ; but this permission is granted 
under rule and limit. Thus the history of Job is highly important, as it shows that evil 
spirits cannot employ their power against a good man without express permission; an event 
in the history of Jesus teaches also that they cannot destroy even an animal of the vilest kind, 
a swine, without the same license. Moral ends too were to be answered in both cases—teach- 
img the doctrine of providence to future generation$ by the example of Job; and punishing 
the Gadarenes in their property for their violation of the law through covetousness. So 
entirely are these invisible opposers of the truth and plans of Christ under control; and as 
moral ends are so explicitly marked in these instances, they may be inferred as to every other, 
where permission to work evil or injury is granted. In the cases indeed before us such moral 
purposes do not, entirely rest upon inference; but are made evident from the history. The 
agency of Satan was permitted in support of idolatry in Egypt, only to make the triumph of 
the true God over idols more illustrious, and to justify his severe judgments upon the 
Egyptians. The false prophets anticipated in Deuteronomy were permitted, as it is stated, 
in order “to prove the people.” ‘A. new circumstance of trial was introduced, which would 
lead them to compare the pretended predictions of the false prophet, with the illustrious and 
well-sustained series of splendid miracles by which the Jewish economy had been esta- 
blished,—a comparicon which could not fail to confirm rational and virtuous men in the truth, 
and to render more mexcusable those light and vain persons who might be seduced. This 
observation may also be applied to the case of the false Christs. In certain of these cases there 
is also something judicial. When men have yielded themselves so far to vice, as to seek error 
as Its excuse, It seems a principle of the Divine government to make their sin their punish- 
ment. The Egytians were besotted with their idolatries; they had rejected the clearest 


(5) This subject'is acutely and learnedly discussed in « An Answer to M. de Fontenelle’s History of Ora 
cles, translated from the French by a Priest of the Church of England.” . 
(6) See note B, at the end of the chapter. 
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evidences of the truth, and were left to the delusions of the demons they worshipped. The 
Israelites, in those parts of their history to which Moses refers, were passionately inclined to 
‘idolatry ; they wished any pretence or sanction for it, and were ready to follow every seducer. 
What ‘they sought, they found,—occasions of going astray which would have had no effect 
upon them had their hearts been right with God. The Jews rejected a spiritual Messiah, 
with all the evidences of his mission; but were ready to follow any impostor who promised 
them victory anid dominion; they were disposed therefore to listen to every pretence, and to 
become the dupes of every illusion. But in no instance was tke temptation either irresistible, 
or even strong, except as it was made so by their own violent inclinations to evil, and prone- 
ness to find pretences for it. In all the cases here supposed;-the temptation to error was 
never present but in circumstances in which it was confronted nah Geoomaty higher evidence 
of truth, and that not merely in the number or greatness of the miracles and Predictions, but in 
' the very nature of the “signs” themselves,—one being unquestionably miraculous, the other 
being at best strange and surprising without a decided miraculous or prophetic character. The 
sudden and unperceived substitution of-serpents for the rods of the Magicians might, if the 
matter had ended there, have neutralized the effect of the real transformation of Aaron’s rod ; 
but then the serpent of Moses swallowed up the others. When frogs were already over all 
the land of Egypt, the imitation must have been confined to some spot purposely freed from 
them, and for that reason did not bear an unequivocal character; nor ‘could the turning of 
water from a well into blood, (no difficult matter to pretend,) rival for an instant the conver- 
sion of the waters of the mighty Nile, and the innumerable channels, and reservoirs fed by it, 
- into that offensive substance. T’o these we are to add the miracles which followed, and which 
obliged even the Magicians to confess “the finger of God.” To the people whom the false 
po spoken of in Deuteronomy should attempt to lead astray from the Law, all its magni- 
cent-evidences were known; the glory of God was then’ between the Cherubim ; the Urim 
and Thummim gave their responses; and the government was a standing miracle. ‘To those 
who followed false Christs, the evidences of the mission of Jesus were known ; his unequivocal 
miracles, it is singular, were never denied by those very Jews who, ever looking out for 
deception, cried as to the expected Christ, ‘Lo he is here, and lo he is there!” -The “working 
of Satan,” and the “lying wonders,” mentioned in the Thessalonians, were to take place among 
a people, who not only had the words of Christ and his Apostles, but acknowledged too their 
Divine authority as established by miracles and prophecies, the unequivocal character of 
which theirs never even pretended to equal. Thus, in none of the instances adduced in the 
argument, was there an exposure to inevitable error, by any evidence in favour of falsehood ; 
the evidence of the truth was in all these cases at hand, and presented itself under an obviously 
distinct and superior character. We conclude therefore that the objection to the conclusive 
nature of the proof of the truth of the Scriptures from miracles and prophecies grounded upon 
the supposed admission that miracles may be wrought and prophecies uttered in favour of 
error, is not only without foundation, but that as far as scriptural evidence goes on this subject, 
the demonstrative nature of real miracles and prophecies is, by what it really admits as to 
“the working of Satan,” abundantly confirmed. It does not admit that real miracles can be 
wrought, or real prophecies uttered; and it never supposes simulated ones, when opposed to 
revealed truth, but under circumstances in which they can be detected, or which give them an 
equivocal character, and in which they may be compared with true miracles and predictions, so 
that none can be deceived by them but those who are violently bent on error and transgression. 
Another objection to the conclusiveness of the proof from miracles, is brought from the 
pretended Heathen miracles of Aristeas, Pythagoras, Alexander of Pontus, Vespasian, and 
Apollonius Tyaneus, and from accounts of miracles in the Romish Church; but as this ea 
tion has been very feebly urged by the adversaries of Christianity, as though they themselves 
were ashamed of the argument, our notice of it shall be brief. For a full consideration of the 
objection we refer to the authors mentioned below. (7) i 
‘With respect to most of these pretended miracles, we may observe, that it was natural to 
expect that pretences to miraculous powers should be made under’every form of religion, since 
tH@ opinion of the earliest ages was in favour of the occurrence of such events; and as truth 
_ had been thus sanctioned, it is not surprising that error should attempt to counterfeit its 
authority. But they are all deficient in evidence. Many of them are indeed absurd, and 
carry the air of fable; and as to others, it is well observed by Dr. Macknight, (8) that “they 
are vouched to us by no such testimony as can induce a prudent man to give them credit. 
They are not reported by any eye-witnesses of them, nor by any persons on whom they 
were wrought. ‘hose who relate them do not even pretend to have received them from eye- 
witnesses; we know them only by vague reports, the original of which no one can exactly 
trace. The ‘miracles ascribed to Pythagoras were not reported until several hundred years 
after his death; and those of Apollonius, one hundred years after his death.” Many instan- 
ces which are given, especially among the Papists, may be resolved into imagination ; others, 
both Popish and Pagan, into the artifice of priests, who were of the ruling party, and there- 
fore feared no punishment even upon detection; arid in almost all cases, we find that they 


(7) Macxwienr’s Truth of the Gospel History; Doveras’s Criterion; CAMPBELL on Miracles; and 
PALEY’s Evidences. (8) Truth of the Gospel History. 
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were performed in favour of the dominant religion, and before persons whose religious preju- 
dices were to be flattered and strengthened by them, and of course, persons very much disposed 
to become dupes. mishap Douglas has laid down the following decisive and clear rules in his 
“Criterion,” for trying niiracles. That we may reasonably suspéct any accounts of miracles 
to be false, if they are not published till long after the time when they are said to have been 
performed—or if they were not first published in the place where they are said to have been 
wrought—or if they probably were suffered to pass without examination, in the time, and at 
the place where they took their rise, These are general grounds of suspicion, to which may 
be added particular ones, arising from any circumstances which plainly indicate imposture 
and artifice on the one hand, or credulity and imagination on the other. : ; 
Before such tests, all Pagan, Popish, and other pretended miracles without exception, 
shrink: and they are not for a moment to be brought into comparison ‘with works wrought 
publicly—in the sight of thousands, and those often opposers of the system to be established by 
them—works not by any ingenuity whatever to be resolved into artifice on the one part, or 
into the effects of imagination on the other—works performed before scholars, statesmen, 
rulers, persecutors; of which the instances are numerous, and the places in which they 
occurred various—works published at the time, and on the very spot—works not in favour of 
a ruling system, but directed against every other religious establishment under heaven; and, 
for giving their testimony to-which, the original witnesses had therefore to expect, and did in 
succession receive, reproach, stripes, imprisonment, and death. y 
It is also of importance to observe, that whatever those pretended miracles might be, 
whether false or exaggerated relations, or artful impostures; or even were we to admit some 
of them to have been occurrences of an extraordinary and inexplicable kind, they are.for the 
most part, whether Pagan or Papal, a sort of insulated occurrences, which do not so much as 
rofess to prove any thing of common interest to the world. As they are destitute of con- 
vincing marks of credibility, so they have no inherent propriety, nor any perceptible con- 
nection with a design of importance to mankind. But ‘the Scriptures of the Old Testament 


_ record a continued succession of wonderful works, connected also in a most remarkable 


manner with the system carried on from the fall of Adam to the coming of Christ. The very 
first promise of a Redecmer, who should bruise the serpent’s head, appears to have been 
accompanied with a signal miracle, by which the nature of the serpent tribe was instantly 
changed, and reduced to a state of degradation and baseness, expressive of the final overthrow 
of that Evil Spirit, through whose deceits man had fallen from his innocence and glory. The 
mark set upon Cain was probably some miraculous change in his external appearance, trans- 
mitted to his posterity, and serving as a memorial of the first apostasy from the true religion. 
The general deluge was a signal instance of miraculous punishment inflicted upon the whole 
human race, when they had departed from the living God, and were become utterly irreclaim- 
able. The dispersion at Babel, and the confusion of tongues, indicated the Divme purpose 
of preventing an intermixture of Idolaters and Atheists with the worship of the true God. 
‘The wonders wrought in Egypt, by the hand of Moses, were pointedly directed against. the 
senseless and abominable idolatries of that devoted country, and were manifestly designed to 
expose their absurdity and falsehood, as well as to effect the deliverance of God’s people 
Israel. ‘The subsequent miracles in the desert, had an evident tendency to wean the Israelites 
from an attachment to the false deities of the surrounding nations, and to instruct them b 
figurative representations in that “better covenant, established upon better promises,” of ah 
the Mosaic institute was designed to be a shadow and a type. The settlement of the 
Israelites in Canaan under their leader Joshua, and their continuance in it for a long succes- 
sion of ages, were accompanied with’a séries of wondexs, all operating to that one purpose of 
the Almighty, the separation of his people from a wicked and apostate world, and the 
reservation of a chosen seed, through whom all the nations of the earth should be blessed. 
very miracle wrought under the Jewish Theocracy, appears to have been intended, either 
to correct the superstitions and impieties of the neighbouring nations, and to bring them to a 
conviction that the Lord Jehovah was the true God, and that beside him there was none 
other; or to reclaim the Jews, whenever they betrayed a disposition to relapse into Heatlfen- 
ish abominations, and to forsake that true religion which the Almighty was pledged to uphold 
throughout all ages, and for the completion of which he was then, in: his Infinite Wisdom 
arranging all human events. ; 

“In the miracles which our Lord performed, he not only evinced his Divine power, but 
fulfilled many important prophecies relating to him as the Messiah. Thus they afforded a 
twofold evidence of his authority. In several of them we perceive likewise a striking reference 
to the especial object of his mission. Continually did he apply these wonderful works to the 
purpose, of inculeating and establishing doctrines, no less wonderful and interesting to the 
sons of men. 

“The same may likewise be remarked of the miracles recorded of the Apostles, after our 
Lord’s departure from this world, in none of which do we find any thing done for mere osten- 
tation; but an evident attention to the great purpose of the Gospel, that of ‘turning men 
fi rom darkness unto light, and from the power of Satan unto God. 
ah pores impossible for any thinking man, to take such a view as this of the peculiar 

gn and use of the Scripture miracles, and not to perceive in them the unerring counsels of 
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Infinite Wisdom, as well as the undoubted exertions of Infinite Power. When we-see the - 
several parts of this stupendous scheme thus harmonizing and codperating for the attainment 
of one specific object, of the highest importance to the whole race of mankind; we cannot but 
be struck-with a conviction of the absolute impossibility of imposture or enthusiasm, in any 
part of the proceeding. We are compelled to acknowledge, that they exhibit proofs of Divine 
agency, carried on in one continued series; such as no other system hath ever pretended to; 
such as not only surpasses all human ingenuity, but seems impossible to have been effected 
by any combination of created beings.” (9) ; : 

On miracles therefore, like those which attest the mission of Moses and of Christ, we may 
safely rest the proof of the authority of both, and say to each of them, though with a due 
sense of the superiority of the “Son” to the “servant,” “Rabbi, we know that thou art a 
Teacher come from God, for no man can do these miracles that thou doest, except Gon be with him.” 


(9) Van MitpER?T’s Boyle Lectures. 


Note A.—Page 82. 


In ei Ay the objection that.“‘Moses describes the works of the Magicians in the very same language as 
he does his own, and therefore that there is reason to conclude that they were equally miraculous,” Dr. 
Parmer remarks— 43% 

. “1. That nothing is more common than to speak of professed jugglers, as doing what they pretend and 
appear to do, and that this language never misleads; when we reflect what sort of men are spoken of, namely, 
mere-impostors on the sight: why might not Moses then use the common popular language when speaking 
of the Magicians, without any danger of misconstruction, inasmuch as the subject he was treating, all the 
circumstances of the narrative, and the opinion which the historian was known to entertain of the inefficacy 
and imposture of magic, did all concur to prevent mistakes? aH 

“2. Moses does ‘not affirm, that there was a perfect conformity between his works and those of the 
Magicians; he does not close the respective relations of his own particular miracles, with saying the 
Magicians did that thing, or according to what he did so did they, a form of speech used.on this occasion 
no less than three times in one chapter, to describe the exact correspondence between the orders of God and 
the behaviour of his servants; but makes choice of a word of great latitude, such as does not necessarily 
express any thing more than a general similitude, such as is consistent with a difference in many important 
respects, they did'so or im like manner as he had,—That a perfect imitation could not be designed by this 
word, is evident from its-being applied to cases in which such an imitation was absolutely impracticable : 
for, when Aaron had converted ail the waters of Egypt into blood, we are told the Magicians did so, that is, 
something in like sort. Nor can it be supposed that they covered the land of Bgypt with frogs, this had 
been done already; they could only appear to bring them over some small space cleared for the purpose. 
But what is more decisive, the word imports nothing more than their attempting some imitation of Moses, 
for it is used when they failed in their attempt: They did so to bring forth lice, but they could not. 

“3. So far is Moses from ascribing the tricks of the Magicians to the invocation and power of demons, or 
to any superior beings whatever, that he does most expressly refer all they did or attempted in imitation of 
himself to human artifice and imposture. The original words, which are translated inchantments, (1) are 
entirely different from that rendered enchantments in other passages of Scripture, and do not carry in them 
any sort of reference to sorcery or magic, or the interposition of any spiritual agents; they import deception 
and concealment, and ought to have been rendered secret sleights or jugglings, and are thus translated even 
by those who adopt the common hypothesis with regard to the Magicians. These secret sleights and jug- 
glings are expressly referred to the Magicians, ‘not to the devil, who is not so much as mentioned in the 
history. ‘Should we therefore be asked, (2) How it came to pass, in case the works of the Magicians were 

rformed by sleight of hand, that Moses has given no hint hereof? we answer, He has not contented 

imself with a hint of this kind, but, at the same time that he ascribes his own miracles to Jehovah, he has, 
in the mest direct terms, resolved every thing done in imitation of them entirely to the fraudulent contrivances 
of his oppvsers, to legerdemain or sleight of hand, in contradistinction from magical incantations. Moses 
therefore could not design to represent their works as real miracles, at the very time he was branding them 
as impostures. , : ‘ 

“Tt remains only to show, that the works performed by the Magicians did not exceed the cause to which 
they are ascribed ; or in other words, the Magicians proceeded no further in imitation of Moses, than human 
artifice might enable them to go, (while the miracles of Moses were not liable to the same impeachment, and 
bore upon themselves the plainest signatures of that Divine power to which they are referred.) if this can 
be proved, the interposition of the devil on this occasion will appear to be an hypothesis invented without any 
kind of necessity, as it certainly is without any authority from the sacred text. 

“1, With regard to the first attempt of the Magicians, the turning rods into serpents : it cannot be 
accounted extraordinary that they should seem to succeed in it, when we consider’ that these men were 
famous for the art of dazzling and deceiving the sight; and that serpents being first rendered tractable and 


(1) The original word used, Exod. viii, 11, is Belahatehem ; and that which occurs, ch. vii, 22, and ch. vill, 
7, 18, is Belatehem ; the former is probably deriyed from Lahat, which signifies to brn, and the substantive a 
flame ox shining sword-blade, aad is applied to the flaming sword which guarded the tree Of life, Gen. iii, 24. 
Those who formerly used legerdemain, dazzled and deceived the sight of spectators by the art of brandishing 
their swords, and sometimes seemed to eat them, and to thrust them into their bodies; and the he 
seems to intimate, that the Magicians appearing to turn their rods into serpents, was owing to their eluding the 
eyes of the spectators by a dexterous management of their swords. In the preceding instances they made usa 
of some different contrivance, for the latter word, belatehem, comes from Laat, to cover ox hide, (which some 
think the former word also does,) and therefore fitly expresses any secret artifices or methods of deception, 
whereby false appearances are imposed upon the spectators. 

_ (2) As we are by Dr. Macknight, in his Truth of the Gospel History, p. 372. 
12 
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harmless, as they easily may; have had a thousand different tricks played with them, to the astonishment of 
the spectators. ; 

«2 With regard to the pext attempt of the Magicians to imitate Moses, who had already turned all the 
running and standing waters of Egypt into blood, there is no difficulty in accounting for their success in the 
degree in which they succeeded. For it was during the continuance of this judgment, when no water could 
be procured but by digging round about the river, that the Magicians attempted by some proper prepara- 
tions to change the colour of the small quantity that was brought them, (probably endeavouring to persuade 
Pharaoh, that-they could as easily have turned a larger quantity into blood.) In a case of this nature, 
imposture might, and, as we learn from history, often did take place. It is related by Valerius Maximus, (3) 

' that the wine pouréd into the cup of Xerxes was three times changed into blood. ‘But such trifling feats as 
these could not at all disparage the miracle of Moses; the vast extent of which raised it above the suspicion 
of fraud, and stamped upon every heart, that was not steeléd’against all conviction, the strongest impression 
of its divinity. For he turned their streams, rivers, ponds, and the water in all their receptacles, into blood. 
And the fish that was in the river (Nile) died; and the river stank. (4) : Bers, 

“3. Pharaoh not yielding to this evidence, God proceeded to further punishments, and covered the whole 
land of Egypt with frogs. (5) Before these frogs were removed, the Magicians undertook to bring into 
some place cleared for the purpose a fresh supply; which they might easily do when there was such 
plenty every where at hand. Here also the narrow compass of the work exposed it to the suspicion of bein 
effected by human art; to which the miracle of Moses was not liable; the infinite number of frogs whic 
filled the whole kingdom of Egypt, (so that their ovens, beds, and tables swarmed with them,) being a proof 
of their immediate miraculous production: Besides, the Magicians were unable to procure their removal ; 
which was accomplished by Moses, at the submissive application of Pharaoh, and at the very timie that 
Pharaoh himself chose, the more clearly to convince him that God was the author of these miraculous 
judgments, and that their infliction or (6) removal did not depend. upon the influence of the elements or stars, 
at set times or in critical junctures. ae : 

“4, The history of the last eo of the Magicians confirms the account here given of all their former 
ones. Moses turned all the dust of the land into lice; and this plague, like the two preceding ones, being 
inflicted at the word of Moses, and extended over the whole kingdom of Egypt, must eee have been 
owing, not to human art, but to a Divine power. Nevertheless, the motives upon which the Magicians at 
first engaged in the contest with Moses, the shame of desisting, and some slight appearances of success in their 
former attempts, prompted them still to carry on the imposture, and to try with their enchantments to bring 

Sorth lice ; but they could not. With all their skill in magic, and with all their dexterity.in deceiving the 
spectators, they could not even succeed so far as they had done in former instances, by producing a specious 
counterfeit of this work of Moses. Had they hitherto performed real miracles by the assistance of the devil, 
how came they to desist now ? It cannot be a greater iniracle to produce lice, than to turn rods into serpents, 
water into blood, and to create frogs. It has, indeed, been very often said, that the devil was now laid under 
a restraint: but hitherto no proof of this assertion has been produced. The Scripture is silent, both as to 
the devil being now restrained from interposing any further in favour of the Magicians, and as to his havi 
afforded them his assistance on the former occasions. But if we agree with Moses in ascribing to the Magi- 
cians nothing more than the artifice and dexterity which belonged to their profession; we shall find that 


their want of success in their last attempt was owing tothe different nature and-circumstances of their 
enterprise.” 


Note B.—Page 86. ; 


_“ Bur if, at any time, evil spirits, by their subtlety, and experience, and knowledge of affairs in the world, 
did foretel things which accordingly came to pass, they were things that happened not long after, and 
commonly such as themselves did excite and prompt men to. Thus, when the conspiracy against Cesar 
was come just to be put into execution, and the devil had his agents concerned in it, he could foretel the time 
and place of his death. But it had been foretold to Pompey, Crassus, and Cesar himself before, as Tully 
informs us from his own knowledge, that they should all die in their beds, and in an honourable old age, who 
yet all died violent deaths. Wise and observing men have sometimes been able to make strange as 
concerning the state of affairs; and therefore spirits may be much more able to doit, Ejvil spirits could 
foretel what they were permitted to inflict or procure: they might have foretold the calamities of Job, or the 
death of Ahab at Ramoth-gilead. 7 

“The devil could not always foretel what was to come to pass, and therefore his agents had need of their 
vaults, and hollow statues, and other artifices to conceal their ignorance, and help them out, when their arts 
of conjuration failed. But we have no reason to think that the devil, who is so industrious to promote his 
evil ends, by all possible means, would omit such an opportunity as was given him by the opiaion which the 
Heathens had of ‘their Oracles; and the trials which Croesus and Trajan made are sufficient to prove, that 
there was something supernatural and diabolical in them. Greesus sent to have many Oracles consulted at a 
set time, and the question to be put to them was, what Croesus himself at that time was doing ; and he resolved 
to be employed about the most improbable thing that could be imagined, for he was boiling a tortoise and a 
lamb together in a brass pot ; and yet the Oracle of Delphi discovered to the messengers what the king was 
then about. Trajan, when he was going into Parthia, sent a blank paper sealed up, to an Oracle of Assyria 
for ‘an-answer : the Oracle returned him another blank paper, to Show that it'was not so to be imposed upon. 

But though things of present concernment were discovered both to Creesus and Trajan beyond all 
human power to know, yet both were imposed upon by ambiguous answers, when they consulted about 
ner future, of which the devil could not attain the knowledge. 

“ Many ‘of the Heathen Priests themselves, upon examination, publicly confessed several of their Oracles 
to be impostures, and discovered the whole contrivance and management of the deceit, which was entered 
upon record. And in the rest, the power of the devil was always so limited and restrained, as to afford 


(3) Lib. i, 0.6. (4) Exod. vii, 19 to 21. 


(5) Exod. viii, 6 to $. Nor, indeed, can it be imagined, th i 

q r at after this or ¢ r plague had been removed, 

ee would order his Magicians to renew either” oa neifomoge Hise : 
od. viii, 
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sufficient means to undeceive men, though many of his predictions might come to pass.” —JENKINS’s Rea- 
sonableness of Christianity. . 

“Many of the learned regard all the Heathen Oracles as the result of the grossest imposture. Some 
consider them as the work of evil spirits. Others are of opinion, that through these Oracles some real 
prophecies were occasionally vouchsafed to the Gentile world, for their instruction and consolation. But to 
whichsoever of these opinions we may incline, it will not be difficult to discover a radical difference between 
these and the Scripture prophecies. ‘ : 

“In the Heathen Oracles, we cannot discern any clear and unequivocal tokens of genuine prophecy. They 
were destitute of dignity and importance, had no connection with each other, tended to no object of general 
concern, and never looked into times remote from theirown. We read only of some few predictions and 
prognostications, scattered among the writings of poets and philosophers, most of which (besides being very: 
weakly authenticated) appear to have been-answers to questions of merely local, personal, and temporary 
concern, relating to the issue of affairs then actually in hand, and to events speedily to be determined. Far 
from attempting to form any chain of prophecies, respecting things far distant as to time or place, or matters 
contrary to human probability, and requiring supernatural agency to effect them, the Heathen priests and 
soothsayers did not even pretend to a systematic and connected plan. They hardly daréd, indeed, to assume 
the prophetic character in its full force, but stood trembling, as it were, on the brink of futurity, conscious of 
their inability to venturé beyond the depths of human-conjecture. Hence their predictions became so fleeting, 
so futile, so uninteresting, that they were never collected together as worthy of preservation, but soon fell into 
disrepute and almost total oblivion. : ; 

“The Scripture prophecies, on the other hand, constitute a series of predictions, relating principally to one 

rand object, of universal importance, the work of man’s redemption, and carried on in regular progression 
ough the Patriarchal, Jewish, and Christian dispensations, with a harmony and uniformity of design, 
clearly indicating one and the same Divine Author, who alone could say, ‘Remember the former things of 
old; for I ara God, and there is none’else: I am God, and there is none like me; declaring the end from the 
beginning, and from ancient times the things that are not yet done, saying, My counsel shall stand, and I 
will do all my pleasure.’ The genuine prophets of the Almighty beheld these things with a clear and stead- 
fast eye; they declared them with authority and confidence; and they gave, moreover, signs from heaven 
for the conviction of others. Accordingly, their writings have been handed down from age to age; have been 
preserved with scrupulous fidelity ; and have ever been regarded with reverence, from the many incontestable 
evidences of their accomplishment, and from their inseparable connection with the religious hopes and 
expectations of mankind,” —Bishop of Llandaff, pe 


CHAPTER XVIL te 


ProPHEcigs oF ScRIPTURE. ‘i 

Tue nature and force of the argument from prophecy haye been already stated ; (7) and it 
has been proved, that where real predictions are uttered,—not happy conjectures, which shrewd 
and observing men may sometimes make, but predictions which imply foresight of events 
dependent upon the various contingencies of human affairs, and a knowledge of the characters, 
dispositions, and actions of persons yet unborn, so as to decide unerringly on the conduct 
which they will pursue—they can only be uttered by inspired men, and the author of such 
communications can be no other than the Infinite and Omniscient God, “ showing to his servants 
the things which shall be hereafter,” in order to authenticate their mission, and to affix the stamp 
of his own infallible authority upon their doctrine. 

The authenticity and the antiquity of the records which contain these predictions, have been 
already-established; and the only subject of inquiry proper to this chapter is, the prophetic 
character of the predictions said to be contained in the Old and New Testaments. A few 
general observations may however be previously allowed. ~ 

1. The instances to be considered by those who would fully satisfy themselves on this point 
are not few but many. The believer in the Divine authority of the Old and New Testaments 
is ready to offer for examination great numbers of professed prophecies relative to individuals, 
cities, states, the person and offices of Messiah, and the Christian church, which he alleges to 
have been unequivocally fulfilled; independent of predictions which he believes to be now 
fulfilling ; or which are hereafter to be fulfilled in the world. 

2. If as to the fulfilment of some particular prophecies, the opinions of men should differ, 
there is an abundance of others the accomplishment of which has been so evident as to defy 
any rational interpretation which will not’ involve their fulfilment ; while unbelievers are 
challenged to show any clear prediction of Holy Scripture which has been falsified by the 
event throughout the whole range of those ages which are comprehended by the Bible, from 
the Pentateuch to the Apocalypse. 

3. The predictions in Scripture have already been distinguished in their character from the 
Oracles and Divinations of the Heathen ; (8) and it may here be further observed, that they 
are not, generally, separate and insulated predictions of the future, arising out of accidental 
circumstances and connecting themselves with merely individual interests -and temporary 
oceasions. On the contrary they chiefly relate to and arise out of a grand scheme for the 
moral recovery of the human race from ignorance, vice, and wretchedness. They speak of 
the agents to be employed in it, and especially of the great agent, the REDEEMER himself; 


(7) Vide chap. ix. (8) Vide chap. xvi. 


> 


92 " FHEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. ~ [PART 


and of those mighty-and awful proceedings of providence as to the nations of the earth, by 
which judgment and mercy are exercised with reference both to the pec swe of 
“moral government, ae especially to this restoring economy, to its struggles, oy ositions, 

nd its triumphs: They all meet. in Curist, as in their proper centre, and in him only, 
tives many of the single lines, when considered apart, may be imagined ‘oa another 
direction, abut shough they may pass through intermediate events. ‘If we look,” says Bishop 
Hurd, singe the prophetic writings, we find, that propheey is of a prodigious extent; that it 
commenced from. the fall oti, and reaches to the consummation of all things; that for 
many ages it en darkly, to a few persons, and with large intervals from the date 
of one prophecy to that of another ; but, at length, became more clear, more frequent, and was 
uniformly carried on in the line of one people, separated from the rest of ane 
other reasons assigned, for this principally, to Paoe repository of the Divine Oracles ;_ that, 
with some intermission, the spirit of prophecy subsisted among that people, to the coming of 
Christ, that he himself and his Apostles exercised this power in the most conspicuous manner ; 
and left behind them many predictions, recorded in the books of the New Testament, which 
profess to respect very distant events, and even run out to thevend of time, or.in St. John’s 
expression, to that period, ‘when the mystery of God. shall be perfected.’ Further, besides 
the extent of this prophetic scheme, the dignity of the person whom it concerns, deserves our 
consideration. He is described in terms which excite the most august and magnificent ideas. 
He is spoken of, indeed, sometimes as being the seed of the woman, and as the Son of man; yet 
so as being at the same time of more than mortal extraction. He is even represented to us, as 
being superior to men and angels ; as far above all principality and power; above all that is 
accounted great, whether in heaven or in earth; as the Word and Wisdom of God; as the 
Eternal Son of the Father; as the Heir of all things, by whom he made the worlds; as the 
brightness of his glory and the express image of his person. We have no words to denote 
greater ideas than these: the mind of man‘cannot elevate itself to nobler conceptions. - Of 
such transcendent worth and excellence is that Jesus said to be, to whom alt the prophets 
bear witness! _ Cale es = j 

“Lastly, the declared purpose for which the Messiah, prefigured by so long a train of 
prophecy, came into the world, corresponds to all the rest of the representation. It was not 
to deliver an oppressed nation from civil tyranny, or to erect a great civil empire, that is, to 
achieve one of those acts which history accounts most heroic. No: it was not a mighty state, 
a victor people— a ~ oe 


ae eee ss 
Non res Romane perituraque regna— 


that, was worthy to enter into the contemplation of this Divine person. It was another and 
far sublimer purpose, which he came to accomplish ; a purpose, in comparison of which all 
our policies are poor and little, and all the performances of man as nothing. It was to deliver 
a world from ruin ;. to abolish sin and death; to purify and immortalize human nature; and 
thus, in the most exalted sense of the words, to be the Saviour of men and the blessing of all - 
nations. There is no exaggeration in this account. I deliver the undoubted sense, if not 
always the very words of Scripture. Consider then to what. this representation amounts. 
Let us unite the several parts of it, and bring them to a point. A-spirit of prophecy pervading 
all time—characterizing one person, of the highest dignity—and proclaiming the accomplish- 
ment of one purpose, the most beneficent, the most divine, the imagination itself can project. 
' Such is the Scriptural delineation, whether we will receive it or no, of that economy which 
we call prophetic.” % gS 
4, Prophecy in this peculiar sense, and on this ample scale, is peculiar to the religious 
system of the Holy Scriptures. . Nothing like it is found any where beside; and it accords 
perfectly with that system, that nothing similar should be found elsewhere. ‘ The prophe- 
cies of Scripture,” says that accomplished scholai, Sir W. Jones, “bear no resemblance in 
form or style to any that can be produced from the stores of Grecian, Indian, Persian, or even 
Arabian learning. The antiquity of those compositions, no man of learning doubts ; and the 
unrestrained application of them to events long subsequent to their publication, is a solid 
ground of belief, that: they were genuine predictions, and ‘consequently inspired.” ~'The 
advantage of this species of evidence belongs then exclusively to our revelation... Heathenism 
lever made any clear and well-founded pretensions to it, Mohammedanism, though it stands 
itself as a proof of the truth of Scripture prophecy, is unsupported by a single prediction of 
its.own. “To the Christian only belongs this testimony of his faith; this growing evidence 
gathering strength by length of time, and affording from age to age fresh proofs of its divine 
origin. As a majestic river expands itself more and more the further it removes from its 
souree, so prophecy, issuing from the first, promise in Paradise as its fountain head, acquired 
additional strength and fulness as it rolled down successive ages, and will still go on increas- 
Ing in extent and grandeur, until it shall finally lose itself in the ocean of eternity.” ; 
5. The objection which has been raised to Scripture prophecy from its supposed obscurity, 
_ has no solid foundation. ‘There is, it is true, a ‘prophetic language of symbol and emblem; 
but it is a language which is definite and not equivocal in its meaning, and as easily mastered 
as the language of poetry; by attentive persons. This, however, is not always used. The 
style of the prophecies of Scripture very often differs in nothing from the ordinary style of the 
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Hebrew poets; and, in not afew cases, and those too on which the Christian builds most in the 

argument, it sinks into the plainness of historical narrative. Some degree of obscurity is essential _ 

to prophecy: for the end of it was not to gratify human curiosity by a detail of future events 

and circumstances; and too great clearness and sale might have led to many artful. 
t 


attempts to fulfil the predictions, and so far the evidence of 


heir accomplishment would have 


been weakened. The two great ends of prophecy are, to excite expectation before the event, 
and then to confirm the truth by a striking and unequivocal fulfilment ; and it ‘is a sufficient 
answer to allegation of the obscurity of the prophecies of Scripture, that they have 


ed those objects, among the most intelligent and investigating, as well e 
aed unleamed in all ages. It cannot be denied, for instance, leaving out 
hich might be given, that by means of these predictions the expectation of 
and appearance of a Divine Restorer was kept up among the people to bee 


they were given, and spread even to the neighbouring nations; that as these propheci 

multiplied, the hope became more intense ; and that at the time of our Lord’s coming, the 
expectation of the birth of a very extraordinary person prevailed, not only among the Jews, 
but among other nations. ‘This purpose was then sufficiently answered, and an answer is 
given to the objection. In like manner prophecy serves as the basis of our hope in things yet 
to come ; in the final triumph of truth and righteousness on earth, the universal establish- 
ment of the kingdom of our Lord, and the rewards of eternal life to be bestowed at his second 


appearing. In these all true Christians agree; and their 
uniformly supported in all ages and under all circumstances, 


hope could not have been so 
had not the prophecies and pre- 


dictive promises conveyed with sufficient clearness the general knowledge of the good for 
which they looked, though many of its particulars be unrevealed. The second end of 


prophecy is, to confirm the truth by the subsequent event; an 


cm 


d here the question of the actual 


fulfilment of Scripture yopke y. is involved, to which we shall immediately advert. We 
n 


only now ebserve, that it : rgun 
cies, that many have doubted or denied what the believers in 


ument against the unequivocal fulfilment of several prophe- 


revelation have on this subject 


so strenuously contended for. “How few of mankind haye read the Scriptures with serious 
attention, or been at the pains to compare their prophecies with the statements in history! 
How few, especially of the objectors to the Bible, have read it inthis manner! How many 
of them have, confessed ee ee nenee with its contents, or have proved 


what they hay 


not confessed by the mistakes and misrepresentations into which they have 


fallen. As for the Jews, the evident dominion of their prejudices; their general averseness 


to discussion; and the extravagant principles of interpretati 


on they have adopted for many 


which set all sober criticism at defiance, render nugatory any authority which might be 

; ed to their denial of the fulfilment of certain prophecies in the sense adopted by Chris- 
tians. We may add to this, that among Christian critics themselves there may be much 
i ent. Lecentricities and absurdities are found. among the learned in every depart- 
ment of knowledge, and much of this waywardness and affectation of singularity has infected 
interpreters of Scripture. But, after all, there is a truth and reason in every subject which 
the understandings of the generality of men will apprehend and acknowledge, whenever it is 
fully understood and impartially considered; to this in all such cases the appeal can only be 


made, and here it may be made with confidence, 


6. For want of a right apprehension of the meaning of somewhat an unfortunate term 
which has obtained in theology, the “double sense” of many prophecies, an objection of another 
kind has been raised, as though no definite meaning could be assigned to the. prophecies of 


Scripture. Nothing can be more unfounded. “The double 


sense of many prophecies in the 


Old Testament,” says an able writer, “has been made a pretext..by ill-disposed men, for 
representing them as of uncertain meaning, and resembling the ambiguity of the Pagan 
Oraeles.. But whoever considers the subject with due attention, will perceive how. little 
ground there is for such an accusation. The equivocations of the Heathen Oracles manifestly 
arose from their ignorance of future events, and from their endeavours to conceal that 
ignorance, by such indefinite expressions, as might be equally applicable to two or more 
events of a contrary description. But the double sense of the Scripture prophecies, far from 


originating in any doubt or uncertainty, as to the fulfilment 


of them in either sense, springs 


from a foreknowledge of their accomplishment in both ; whence the prediction is purposely so 
framed as to include both events, which, so far from being contrary to each other, are typical 


the: one of the other, and are thus connected together by a 


mutual dependency or relation. 


This has often been satisfactorily proved, with respect to those prophecies which referred, in 


their primary sense, to the events of the Old’Testament, and, 


in their further and more com- 


plex signification, to those of the New: and on this double accomplishment of some prophecies 


1s grounded our firm expectation of the completion of others 
their secondary sense, but which we justly consider as eq 


which remain yet unfulfilled in- 
ually. certain in their issue, as ~ 


those which are already past. So far, then, from any. valid objection lying against the 
eredibility of the Scripture Prophecies, from these seeming ambiguities of meaning, we may 


urge them as additional proofs of their coming from God. 


For, who but the Beg, who is 


infinite in knowledge and in counsel, could so construct predictions as to give them a two-fold . 
application, to events distant from, and (to human foresight) unconnected with, each other? 
What power less than Divine could’so frame them, as to make the accomplishment of them, 
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in one instance, a solemn pledge and assurance of their completion in another instance, of still 
higher and more universal importance? Where will the scoffer find any thing like this in the 
artifices of Heathen Oragles, to conceal their ignorance, and to impose on the credulity of 
mankind?” pai. sil ae 

We now proceed to the enumeration of a few out of the great number of predictions 
contained in the Scriptures, which most unequivocally show a perfect knowledge of future 
contingent events, and which therefore, according to our argument, as certainly prove that 
they who uttered them “spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost,’ by the Spirit of the 
omniscient and infinitely prescient Gon. (9) te “hain 

The very first promise made to man is a prediction which none could have uttered but He 
whose eye looks through the depths of future ages, and knows the result as well as the begin- 
ning of all things. “I will put enmity between. thee and the woman, and between thy seed and 
her seed; it shall. bruise thy head, and thow shalt bruise his heel.” In vain is it attempted to 
resolve the whole of the transaction with which this prediction stands connected, into allegory. 
Such criticism, if applied to any other ancient historical] book, bearmg marks of authentic 
narration as unequivocal as the book of Genesis, would not be tolerated by the advocates of 
this absurd conception themselves, whether they are open or disguised Infidels. In vain is it 
alleged, that a mere fact of natural history is stated ; for ifthe words are understood to express 
no more than the enmity between the human race and serpents, it would require to be proved, 
in order to establish a special punishment of the serpent, that man has a greater hostility to 
serpents than to other dangerous animals, which he extirpates whenever he can master them 
by force or stratagem; and that serpents have a stronger disposition to do injury fo men, 
than to those animals which they make their daily prey, or to others which they never fail to 
strike when within their reach. As this was obviously false in fact, Moses. could not assert 
it; and, if it had been true in natural history, to have said this and nothing more, to have 
confined himself to the mere literal fact, a fact of no importance, would have been far below 
the character of Moses as a writer—a lofty and sublime character, to which the Heathens and 
sometimes Infidels themselves have done justice. ‘In no intelligible sense can these celebrated 
words be understood, but in that in which they are fixed by innumerable references and allu- 
sions of other parts of the sacred volume, and which ought, in all good criticism, to determine 
their meaning, The serpent, and the seed of the woman, are the representatives of two 
invisible and mighty powers; the one good, the other eyil; the one divine, though incarnate 
of the woman, the other diabolic; between whom an enmity was placed, which was to express 
itself in a long and fearful struggle, in the course of which the seed of the woman should 
sustain a temporary wound and suffering, but which should issue in the bruising of the head, 
the inflicting a fatal blow upon the power, of his adversary. The scene of this contest was 
to be our globe, and generally the yisible agents of it men, under their respective leaders, the 
serpent on the one side, and the seed of the woman on the other, practismmg and advocating, 
and endeavouring to render dominant truth or error, virtue or vice,. obedience to God or 
rebellion against his authority. We ask then, has such a contest of principles and powers 
taken place in the world, or not? The answer must be in the affirmative; for every age 
bears witness to it. We see it commencing in-Cain and Abel—in the resistance of the Ante- 
diluvians to the righteousness taught by Noah;—in their punishment ;—in the rise of Idolatry, 
and the struggles of the truth in opposition to it ;—in the inflictions of singular judgments upon 
nations, for the punishment and exposure of Idolatry, as in the plagues of Egypt, the destruc- 


‘_ (9) “The correspondences of types and antitypes, though they are, not proper proofs of the truth of a 
doctrine, yet may be very reasonable confirmations of the foreknowledge of God; of the uniform view of 
Providence under different dispensations ; of the analogy, harmony, and agreement, between the Old Testa- 
ment and the New. The words of the Law concerning one particular kind of death, He thai is hanged is 
accursed of God, can hardly be conceived to have been put in on any other account, than with.a view and 
foresight to the application made of it by St. Paul. The analogies between the paschal lamb and the Lamb of 
God slain from the foundation of the world; between the Egyptian bondage and the tyranny of sin ; 
between the baptism of the Israelites in the sea and in the cloud, and the baptism of Christians ; between 
the passage through the wilderness, and through the present world ; between Joshua bringing the people 
into the promised land, and Jesus Christ being the Captain of salvation to believers; between the Sabbath 

of rest promised to the people of God in the earthly Canaan, and the eternal rest promised to the people of 
God in the heavenly Canaan ; between the liberty granted them from the time of the death of the High 
Priest, to him that had fled into a city of refuge, and the redemption purchased by the death of Christ ; 
between the High Priest'entering into the holy place every year with the blood of others, and Christ’s once 

entering with his own blood into heaven itself, to appear in the shadows of things to come, of good things 

to come, the shadows of heavenly things, the presence of God for us. These, I say, and innumerable 

other analogies, between the figures for the time then present, patterns.of things in the heavens, and the 

heavenly things themselves, cannot without the force of strong prejudice be conceived to have happened by 

mere chance, without any foresight or design, There are no such analogies, much less such series of 
analogies, found in the books of more enthusiastic writers living in such remote ages from each other. It is 

much more credible and reasonable to suppose, what St. Paul affirms, that these things were our examples ; 

and that in that uniform course of God’s government of the world, all things happened wnto them of old for 

ensamples, and they are written for our admonition, wpon whom the ends of the world are come. And 

hence arises that aptness of similitude, in the application of several legal performances to the morality of the 

Gospel, that it can very hardly be supposed not to have been originally intended,» —Dr. S. CLaRKE's Evi. 

dences of Natural and Revealed Religion, p. 26%, ms : 
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tion of the nations of Canaan, &c. Wee trace the contest throughout the whole history of the 
Jewish nation down to the coming of our Lord; and occasionally we see it extending into 
the neighbouring Pagan nations, although they were generally; as a part of their punishment, 
“suffered to walk in their own ways,” and Satan as to them was permitted to “keep his goods 
in peace,” till the time of gracious visitation should arrive. We see the incarnate Redeemer, 
for a time suffering, and at length dying. Then was “the how: and power of darkness ;” then 
“was his feel bruised: but-he died only to revive again, more visibly and powerfully to esta- 
lish his kingdom and to commence his spiritual conquests. In every direction were the 
regions, where Satan “had his seat,” penetrated by the heavenly light of the doctrine of 
Christ ; and every where the most tremendous persecutions were excited against its unarmed 


and unprotected preachers and their converts. But the gates of hell prevailed not against: 


the church founded on a rock, and “ Satan fell as lightning from heaven,’’—from the thrones, 
and temples, and judgment seats, and schools of the ancient civilized world; the Idolatry of 
ages was renounced; Christ was adored through the vast extent of the Roman empire, and 
in many of the countries beyond even its ample sweep. Under other forms the enemy 
revived, and the contest was renewed; but in every age it has been maintained. The prin- 
ciples of pure evangelical truth were never extinguished; and the “children of the kingdom,” 
were “minished and brought low,” only to render the renewal of the assault by unexpected 
agents, singularly raised up, more marked and more eminently of God. We need not run 
over even the heads of the history of the Church: what is the present state of things? The 
contest still continues, but with increasing zeal on the part of Christians, who are carrying on 
offensive operations against the most distant parts of the long-undisturbed kingdom of dark- 
ness ;, placimg there the principles of truth; commencing war upon Idolatry and superstition ; 
and establishing the institutions of the Christian Church with a success which warrants, the 
hope that the time is not far distant, when the “head of the serpent will be bruised” in all 
idolatrous countries, and the idols of modern Heathen states, like those of old, be displaced,. 
to_introduce the worship of the universal Saviour, ‘Gop over all blessed for ever.” 5 

May we not ask, whether all this was not infinitely above human: foresight? Who coul 
confidently state, that a contest of this peculiar nature would continue through successive ages ; 
that men would not all go over to one or other of the opposing parties; nay, who could 
confidently conjecture in the age of Moses, (when the tendency to Idolatry had become so 
strong, that the chosen seed themselves, under the constant demonstration of miracles, visibly 
blessed while they remained faithful to the worship of God, and as eminently and visibly 
punished when they departed from it, could not be preserved from the infection,) that Idolatry 
should one day be abolished throughout the earth? Past experience and all probabilities 
were opposed to the hope that the cause of the Seed of the woman should prevail, and yet it 
stands recorded, ‘‘d [rather He,] shall bruise thy head.” Infidels may scoff at a Redeemer, 
and deride the netion of a tempter; but they cannot deny that such a contest between oppo- 
site parties and principles as is here foretold has actually taken place, and still continues; 
that contest, so extended, so continued, and so terminated, human foresight could not foretel ; 
and the fact established, therefore, is an accomplishment of a prophecy which could originate 
only in Divine prescience. 

The celebrated prediction of Jacob at the close of his life respecting the time of the appear- 
ing of “‘SuiLon,” may next be considered. 

The word signifies “He who is to be sent,” or ‘“ The Peace-maker.” In either sense, the 
application to that great Person, to whom all the Patriarchs looked forward, and the Prophets 
gave witness, is obvious. Those who doubt this, are bound to give us a better interpretation. 
—Before a certain event, a certain person was to come, to whom the people should be gathered : 
the event has certainly arrived, but who is the person? The application of the prophecy to 
Messiah, is not an invention of Christians. The ancient Jews, as appears from their com- 
mentators, so, understood it: and the modern ones are unable to resist the evidence drawn 
from it, in favour of the claims of our Lord, That it is a prediction, is proved from its form, 
and the cireumstances under which it was delivered: that it has received a singular accom- 
plishment iu the person of Jesus of Nazareth, is also certain; and it is equally certain, that 
no individual besides can be produced, in whom it has been in any sense whatever accom- 
plished. For the ample illustration of the prophecy the reader is referred to commentators, 
and to Bishop Newton’s well-known work on the prophecies. It is sufficient here to allege, 
that Judah, as a tribe, remained till after the advent of Jesus Christ, which cannot be said. 
of the long-dispersed ten tribes, and scarcely of Benjamin, which was merged in the tribe of 
Judah.—Cuvss asks where the supremacy of Judah was, when Nebuchadnezzar carried the 
whole nation captive to Babylon; when Alexander subdued Palestine; and when it was a 
tributary province of the Roman Empire? The prediction, however, does not convey the 
idea either of independent or supreme power. This no one tribe had when all were united in 
one state, and each had its sceptre and its princes or chiefs. It is therefore enough.to show, 
that under all its various fortunes, the tribe of Judah retained its ensigns, and its chiefs, and 
its tribeship, until Shiloh came, It is no uncommon thing for a country to be conquered, and 
for its ancient princes and government to remain, though as tributary. 

With respect to the tribe of Judah during the captivity in Babylon, Cyrus, as we learn from 
Ezra i, 8, ordered the vessels of the temple to be restored to ‘the Prince of Judah.” "This 
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shows that the tribe was Kept distinet, and that it had its own internal government and chief. 
e Asmonean Kings, the Jews had their rulers, their elders, and their 

council, and so a, the Romans. But soon after the death of Christ,,all this was abolished, 
the nation dispersed, and the tribes utterly confounded. ‘Till our Lord came, and had accom- 
lished his work on earth, the tribe of Judah continued. This is matter of unquestionable 
istoric fact. In re al time afterward it was dispersed, and mingled with -common 
mass'of Jews ofall tribes and countries: this is equally unquestionable. Now again we ask, © 
could either human foresight determine this, or is the applicatiowof the event to the prophecy 
‘fanciful? The prediction was uttered in the very infancy of the state of Israel, by the father 
of the fathers of the tribes of that people. . Ages passed away; the mightiest empires were 
annihilated ; ten of the chosen tribes themselves were utterly dispersed into unknown coun- 
tries; another became so insignificant as to lose its designation; one only remained which 
imposed its very name upon the nation at lange, the object of public observation until the 
Messiah came, and that tribe was Judah, the tribe spoken of in the prediction, and it remained 
_as it were only to make the fulfilment manifest, and -was then: confounded with the relics ‘of 
“the test. What prescience of countless contingencies, occurring in the intervening ages, does 

is imply ?—A prescience truly, which can only belong to God. 


b 


' \ The predictions respecting the Jewish nation, commencing with those of Moses, and running 


» 


through all their’prophets, are too numerous to be adduced. One of the most instructive and 
convincing anereeeee those who have any doubt of the inspiration of the Scriptures, would 
be, seriously and candidly to peruse them, and by the aid of those authors who have a ramed 
and largely written on this subject, to compare the prophecies with their alleged fulfihnent, 
Three topics are prominent in the predictions of Moses and the prophets gencrally,—the 
frequent and gross departures. of the Jews from their own law; their signal punishment in 


_ invasions, captivities, dispersions, oppressions, and persecutions; and their final restoration 


to their own land. All these have taken place. Even the last was accomplished by the 
return from Babylon, though, in its eminent sense, it is still future. In pursuance of the 
argument, we shall show, that each of these was above human foresight and conjecture. 
_ The apostasies and idolatries of this people were foretold by Moses before his death. » “I 
know that after my death ye will utterly corrupt yourselves, and turn aside from the way which I 
have commanded you, and evil will befall you in the latter days,” Deut. xxxi, 29; and he accord- 
ingly prophetically declares their punishment. It is, perhaps, scarcely possible to fix upon a 
stronger circumstance than this prediction, to prove that Moses was truly commissioned b 
God, and did not pretend a. divine sanction in order to give weight to his laws and to his 
personal authority. The rebellious race whom-he had first led into the desert, had died there ; 
and the new generation were much more disposed to obey their leader. At the moment he 
wrote'these words, appearances had a favourable aspect on the future obedience of the people, 
If this had not been the case, the last thought a merely political man would have been 
disposed to indulge was, that his own favourite institutions should fall into desuetude and 
contempt ; and much less would he finish his public life by openly telling the people, that he 
foresaw that event, even if he feared it. . It may, indeed, be said, that he uttered this convic- 
tion for the purpose of giving a colour to the threatenings which he pronounces against 
‘disobedience to his law, and that the object of those fearful menaces was-to deter the people 
from departing from customs.and rules which he was anxious, for the sake of his own fame, 
that they should observe. To this we answer, that Moses could not expect any weight to be 
attached by the Israelites to his threat, that the Divine-judgments would be inflicted upon 
them for not obeying his laws, unless their former rebellions had been immediately and signally 
marked by such visitations, Without this to supp6rt him, he would have appeared in a 
ridiculous, rather than in an impressive and sublime attitude before the people assembled to 
hear his last commands. For forty years his institutions had been often disobeyed, and if no 
inflictions, of the Divine displeasure followed, what reason had they to credit the menaces of 
Moses as to the future? But if such inflictions had resulted from their disobedience, every 
thing is rational and consistent in this part of the conduct of their leader. Let the Infidel 
choose which of these positions he pleases. If he think, that Moses aimed to deter them from 
departing from his institutions by empty threats, he-ascribes an incredible absurdity to an 
unquestionably wise, and, as Infidels themselves contend, a very. politic man; but if his » 
Beoes threats were grounded upon former, marked and acknowledged interpositions of 
Divine providence, the only circumstance which could give them weight, he was God’s com- 
missioned leader, and, as he professed, an inspired prophet. 2 as 

It is a circumstance of great weight in the predictions of Mose’ respecting the punishment 
of the Jews, that these famines, pestilences, invasions, subjugations to foreign. enemies, 
captivities, &c, are represented solely as the consequences of their vicious departures from 
God, and from his laws. Now, who could foresee, except. an inspired ‘man, that such evils 
would in no instance take place,—that no famine, no blight, no invasion would occur in Judea, 
except in obvious: punishment of their offences against their law? What was there in the 
common course of things to prevent a small state, though observant of the precepts of its 
own religion, from falling under the. dominion of more powerful neighbouring nations, except 
the special protection of God? and what but this could guard them from the plagues and 
famines to which their neighbours were liable? If the predictions of Moses were not 
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inspired, they assume a principle which mere human wisdom 1 olicy never takes into its 


# 


caiculations,—that of the connection of the national prosperity of a people, inseparably and 


infallibly, with obedience to their Holy Writings; and because they assume that singular 
principle, the conclusion is in favour of their agers Fox sepa daataee as te we 
case. The sacred books of the Jews are historical, as well as prophetic. ‘The history too. 
hecy; itis often written by other:authaors and there is no mark at 
all of any designed accon am odation of oaggetqaehin other, The ph aa Rt of the 
historic narrative disproves this, as well asthe circumstance, that a great part of it as recorded 
in the Old Testament is a ript of their public records, Consult then this history, and 
in eve tance of singular calamity we see a previous departure from the Law of Moses; 
the one following the other, almost with the regularity and certainty of natural: effects and 
causes! In this the predictions of Moses and the Prophets are strikingly accomplished ; and 
amore than human a is proyed, : : 
Let us look further into the detai 


_ Let. ar o the detail of these threatened punishments. Besides the ordinary 
inflictions of failing harvests, and severe diseases, in their own country, they were, accord-. 
ing to the prophecies of Moses, Deut. xxviii, to be “‘seattered among all people, from. the one 


end of the earth even to the other ;”.and where is the trading nation in which they are not, in ‘ 


Asia, Africa, and Europe? Many are even to be found in the West Indies, and in the com- 
mercial parts of America. Who could foresee this but God; especially when their singular 
preservation as a distinct people, a solitary instance in the history of nations, is also 
implied? (1) They were to find.“ no ease” among these nations ; and the almost constant) and 
long continued persecutions, robberies, and murder of Jews, not only-in ancient nations, but. 
especially among Christian nations of the middle ages, and in the Mohammedan states to this 
day, are in wonderful accomplishment of this, ‘They were to be “a proverb and a bye-word. 
among all nations,” which has been in every place fulfilled, but was surely above human 
intelligence to foresee: and “the stranger that is within thee shall get above thee very high, and 
thou shalt come very low.” _ For a comment on this, let the conduct of the “stranger,” Turks 
and others, who inhabit Palestine, toward the Jews who remain there, be recollected,—the. 
one party is indeed “very high,” and the other “very low.” Other parts of this singular 
chapter present equally striking predictions, uttered more than three thousand years ago, 
as remarkably accomplished; but there are some passages in it, which refer in terms so 
particular to a then distant event, the utter subversion of their polity and nation by the 
Romans, as to demonstrate in the most unequivocal manner the prescience of Him to whom 
all events, the most contingent, minute, and distant, are known with absolute certainty. 
That the Romans are intended, in verse 49, by the nation brought from “‘the end of the earth,” 
distinguished by their well-known ensign “the eagle,” and by their fierce and cruel disposi- 
tion, 1s exceedingly probable: and it is remarkable, that the account which Moses gives of 


- the horrors of the “siege” of which he speaks, is exactly paralleled by those well known 


assages in Josephus, in which, he describes the siege of Jerusalem by the Roman army. ‘The 
bet verse of the chapter seems indeed to fix the reference of the foregoing pau to the 
final destruction of the nation by the Romans, and at the same time contains a | rediction, the. 
accomplishment of which cannot possibly be ascribed to accident. “nd the Lord shall bring 
thee into Egypt again with ships, by the way whereof 1 spake unto thee, Thou shalt see it no more 
again : and there ye shall be sold unto your enemies for bondmen and bondwomen, and no man shall 
buy you.” On this Dr. Hales remarks, on the authority of their own national historian, 
Josephus, “‘Of the captives taken at the siege of Jerusalem, above seventeen years of age, 
some were sent to Egypt in chains, the greater part were distributed, through the provinces 
to be destroyed in the theatres, by the sword, and by wild beasts; the rest under seventeen 
were sold for slaves, and that for a triflmg sum, on account of the numbers to be sold, and the 
scarcity of buyers: so that at length the prophecy of Moses was fulfilled—‘and no, man shalt 
buy,’ ‘The part that were reserved to grace the triumph of Vespasian, were probably trans- 
ported to Italy in ‘ships’ or by sea, to avoid a prodigious land journey thither through Asia, 
and Greece,—a circumstance which distinguished this invasion and captivity from the preced- 
ing by the Assyrians and Babylonians. In the ensuing rebellion, a part of the captives were 

mt by sea to Egypt, and several of the ships were wrecked on the coast, @ 

hus, at a distance of fifteen centuries, were these contingent circumstances accurately 
recorded by the prophetic spirit of Moses—the taking of innumerable Jews captive—their 
transport to Egypt—their being sold till the markets for slaves were glutted, and no more 
buyers were found, and embarked on board vessels, either to grace the triumph of their 
conqueror, or to find a market in different maritime ports. Is it possible that these numerous 
and minute circumstances can be referred to either happy conjectures. or human foresight ? 
But Moses and other prophets agree, that, after all their captivities and dispersions, the 


'1) “ They have been dispersed among all countries. They have no common tie of locality or government 
to Keep them together. All the ordinary principles of assimilation, which make law, and religion, and 
manners, so much a matter of geography, are in their instance suspended. . And in exception to every thing 
which history has recorded of the revolutions of the species, we see in this wonderful race a vigorous princi. 
ple of identity, which has remained in undiminished ‘force for nearly two thousand years, and still pervades 
every shréd and fragment of their widely scattered population.’ —CHALMERS’s Exyidences, t 
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Jews shall be again restored to their own land. This was, as we have said, in one instance 
accomplished in their restoration by Cyrus aud his successors; after which they again 
became a considerable state. But who could foretel that, but He who determines the events of 
the world by his power and wisdom? Jeremiah fixes the duration of the captivity to seventy 
years; he did that so unequivocally, that the Jews in Babylon, when the time approached, 

egan to prepare for the event. But there was nothing m-the circumstances of the Baby- 
lonian empire when the prediction was uttered, to warrant the hope, much less to support a 
confident conjecture. Could the subversion of that powerful empire by a then obscure 
people, the circumstance which broke the bondage of the Jews, have been foreseen by man? 
or when we’ consider the event as. fulfilling so distinct a prophecy, can it be resolved into 
imaginative interpretation? A future restoration however awaits this people, and will be to 
the world a glorious demonstration of the truth of prophecy. ‘This being future, we cannot 
argue upon it. Three things are however certain:—the Jews themselves expect it; they are 
preserved by the providence of God a distinct people for their country; and their country, 
which in fact is possessed by no one, is preserved for them. 

Without noticing numerous prophecies respecting ancient nations and cities, (2) the won- 
derfil and exact accomplishment of which has been pointed out by various writers, and which 
afford numerous eminent instances of the prescience of contingent and improbable. events, 
whose evidence is so overwhelming, that, as in the case of the ilhistrious prophecies of Daniel, 
unbelievers have been obliged to resort to the subterfuge of asserting, in opposition to the 
most direct proofs, that the prophecies were written after the events, we shall close our 
instances by adverting to the prophecies respecting the Messiah,—the great end and object of 
the prophetic dispensation. Of these not a solitary instance, or two, of an equivocal kind, 
and expressed only in figurative.or symbolic language, are to be adduced; but upward of 
one hundred predictions, generally of very clear and explicit meaning, and each: referring to 
some different circumstance connected with the appearing of Christ, his person, history, and 
his ministry, have been. selected by divines, exclusive of typical and allusive predictions, (3) 
and those which in an ultimate and remote sense are believed to terminate in him.. How are 
all these to be disposed of, if the inspiration of the Scriptures which contain them be denied ? 
That these predictions are in books written many ages before the birth of owr Saviour; is 
certain—the testimony of the Jews who reject Christ, amply proves this. That no interpola- 
tions have taken place to accommodate them to him, is proved, by the same predictions being 
found in the copies which are'in the hands of the Jews, and which have descended to them 
from before the Chnstian era. On the other hand, the history of Jesus answers to these 
predictions, and exhibits their exact accomplishment. The Messiah was to be of the seed of 
David—born in Bethlehem—born of a virgin——an incarnation of Deity, God with us,—an 
eminent but unsuccessful teacher ;—he was to open the eyes of the blind, heal the lame and 
sick, and raise the dead—he was to be despised and rejected by his own countrymen; to be 
arraigned on false charges, denied justice, and condemned to a violent death—he was to rise 
from the dead, ascend to the right hand of God, and there being invested with power ‘and 
authority, he was to punish his enemies, and establish| his own spiritual: kinedom, which 
shall never end. We do not enter into’ more minute predictions, for the argument is irre- 
sistible when founded on these alone; and we may assert that no man, or number of men, 
could possibly have made such conjectures. Considered in themselves, this isimpossible. What 
rational man, or number of rational men, could now be found to hazard a conjecture that an 
incarnation of Deity would occur in any given place and time—that this Divine Person should 
teach wisdom, work miracles, be unjustly put to death, rise again, and establish his religion ? 
These are thoughts which never enter into the minds of men, because they are suggested by 


(2) No work has exhibited in so pleasing and comprehensive a manner the fulfilment of the leading 
prophecies of Scripture, and especially of the Old Testament, as Bishop Newton’s Dissertations on the 
Prophecies, and the perusal of it may be earnestly recommended, especially to the young. His illustrations 
of the prophecies respecting ancient Babylon, are exceedingly interesting and satisfactory ; and still further 
proofs of the wonderfully exact accomplishment of those prophecies may be seen in a highly interesting 
Memoir on the Ruins of Babylon, by Claudius J. Rich, published in 1815. Immense ruins were visited by 
kim near the supposed site of ancient Babylon, which probably are, though the matter cannot be certainly ' 
ascertained, the remains of that astonishing city, now indeed “swept with the besom of destruction.» He 
tells us too, that the neighbourhood is to the present a habitation only for birds and beasts of prey ; that the 
dens of lions, with their slaughtered victims, are to be seen in many places; and that most of the cavities 
are occupied with bats and owls. _ It is therefore impossible to reflect without awe upon the passage of Isaiah, 
written during the prosperity of Babylon, wherein he says, ‘The wild beasts of the desert shall lie there, 
and their houses shall be full of doleful creatures, and owls shall dwell there, and satyrs shall dance there.” 
The present ruins of that city also demonstrate, that the course of the Euphrates has been changed, probably 
in consequence of the channel formed by Cyrus; and the yielding nature of the soil demonstrates that such 
an operation could: haye been performed by a large army with great facility and despatch. 

The ruins examined by Mr. Rich bear testimony to the immense extent of the city as described by ancient 
authors. . Vast masses of masonry, of both burnt and unburnt brick and bitumen, were observed in various 
excavations in these huge mowntains. of ruins, which are separated from each other by several miles. . One 
is called by the Arabs, Birs Nimrond ; another the Kasr, or Palace; anda third, which some haye thought 
to be the ruins of the Tower of Belus, is called by the natives Mugelibé, ovERTURNED, which expressive 
term is also sometimes applied tothe mounds of the Kasr. (3) See note, p. 94. : 
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no experience, and by no probability arising out of the usual course of human affairs; and 
yet if the prophets were not inspired, it would have been as impossible for them to have con- 
ceived such expectations, as for us; and indeed much more so, seeing we are now familiar 
with a religion which asserts that such events have once occurred. If then such events lay 
beyond not only human foresight, but even human thought, they can only be referred ta 
inspiration. But the case does not close here. How shall we account, in the next place, for 
these circumstances all having met, strange as they are, in one person, and in one only among 
ali the millions of men who have been born of woman,—and that person Jesus of Nazareth? 

He was of the house and lineage ef David—he was born, and that by a singular event, in 

Bethlehem—he professed to be “‘ God with us,” and wrought miracles to substantiate his claim. 
At his word or touch, the “eyes of the blind were opened,” “the lame leaped as a hart,” the 
dumb spake, the sick were healed, and the dead lived, as the Prophets had foretold. Of 
the wisdom of his teaching, his recorded discourses bear witness. His rejection and unjust 
death by his countrymen, are matters of historic fact; his resurrection and ascension stand 
upon the lofty evidences which haye been already adduced: the destruction of the Jewish 
nation, according to his own predictions, followed as the proof of the terror of his offended 
majesty ; and his “‘kingdom” among men continues to this day. There is no. possible means 
of evading eyidence of the fulfilment of these predictions in the person, of our. Lord, unless 
it could be shown that Jesus and his disciples, by some kind of concert, made the events of 
his life and death to correspond with the prophecies, in order to substantiate his claim to the 
Messiahship. No Infidel has ever been so absurd as to hazard this opinion, except Lord 
Bolinbroke; and his observations may be taken as a most triumphant proof of the force of 
this evidence frora prophecy, when an hypothesis so extravagant was resorted to by an acute 
mind, in order to eyade it. This noble writer-asserts, that Jesus Christ brought on his own 
death by a series of wilful and preconcerted measures, merely to give his disciples the triumph 
of an appeal to the old prophecies! But this hypothesis does not reach the case; and to 
have succeeded, he ought to have shown, that our Lord preconcerted his descent from David— 
his being born of a virgin—his birth at Bethlehem—and his wonderful endowments of 
eloquence and wisdom; that by some means or other he wilfully made the Jews ungrateful 
to him who healed their sick and cleansed their lepers; and that he not only contrived his own 
death, but his resurrection, and his ascension also, and the spread of his religion in opposition 
te human opinion and human power, in order to give his disciples the triumph of an appeal 
to the prophecies! These subterfuges of Infidels concede the point, and show that the truth 
cannot be denied but by doing the utmost violence to the understanding, 

That wonderful series of particular prophecies respecting our Lord, contained in Isaiah li, 
will illustrate the foregoing observations, and may properly close this chapter. 

- To this prophecy it cannot be objected, that its language is symbolic, or that in more than 
a few beautiful inetaphors, easily understood, it is even figuratiye: its style is that of narra- 
‘ tive; it is also entire in itself, and unmixed with any other subject; and it evidently refers 

to one single person. So the ancient Jews understood it, and applied it to Messiah; and 
though the modern Jews, in order to evade its force in the argumemt with Christians, allege 
that it describes the sufferings of their nation, and not of an individual, the objection is refuted 
by the terms of the prophecy itself. The Jewish people cannot be the sufferer, because he 
was to bear their griefs, to carry their sorrows, and to be wounded for their transgressions. 
“ He hath borne our griefs and carried our sorrows,” &c; so that the person of the sufferer is 
clearly distinguished from the Jewish nation, Besides which, his death and burial are spoken 
of, and his sufferings are represented (verse 12) as voluntary; which in no sense can apply to 
the Jews. “Of himself, or of some other. man,” therefore, as the Ethiopian eunuch rightly’ 
conceived, the prophet must have spoken. To some individual it must be applied; to none 
but to our Lord can it be applied; and, applied to him, the prophecy is converted into history: 
itself, The prophet declares, that his advent and works would be a revealing of “the arm of 
the Lord,”—a singular display of Divine power and goodness; and yet, that a blind and 
incredulaus people would not believe ‘‘the report.” Appearing in a low and humble condition, 
and not, as they expected their Messiah, in the pomp of eastern monarchy, his want of 
“comeliness” and “ desirableness” in the eyes of his countrymen, and his rejection by them, are 
explicitly stated— He was despised, and we esteemed him not.” He is further described as “a 
man of sorrows and acquainted with griefs ;” yet his sufferings were considered by the Jews as 
judicial,—a legal punishment, as they contend to this day, for his endeavouring to seduce men 
from the law, and for which they had the warrant of God himself in his commands by Moses, 
that such seducers should be put to death. With what exactness are these sentiments of the 
Jews marked in the prophecy! We quote from the translation of Bishop Lowth. 
“Yet we thought him supiciaLLy stricken, 
SmirTen oF Gop, and afflicted.” 
Christ himself and his Apostles uniformly represented his death as vicarious and propitiatory ; 
and this is predicted and confirmed, so to speak, by the evidence of this prophecy. 
“But he was wounded for owr transgressions, 
: Was smitten for owr iniquities ; : F 
ei iJ The chastisement by which our peace is effected, was laid upon him; 
And by his bruises we are healed. 
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We all of us like sheep have stray’d ; 

We have turn’d aside, erry one to, his own way ; cy 

And Jehovah hath made to light upon him the iniquity of us all. 
It was exacted and he was made. answerable.” : 


Who can read the next passage without thinking of Jesus before the council of the Jews, 
and the judgment seat of Pilate? zs. 
“As a lamb that is led to the slaughter, 
And as a sheep before her shearers 
Is dumb ; so he open’d not his mouth. 
By an oppressive judgment he was taken off.” 


The very circumstances of his burial are giyen: 


“ And his grave was appointed with the wicked 

But with the rich man was his tomb.” AE 
Yet though thus laid in the grave, the eye of the prophet beholds his resurrection, “the joy 
set before him,” and into which he entered ; the distribution of spiritual blessings to his people, 
and his spiritual conquest of the nations of the earth, notwithstanding the opposition of “the 
mighty ;? and he enumerates these particulars with a plainness so wonderful, that, by merely 
an alteration of the tenses of the verbs, the whole might be converted into an abridged view 
of what has occurred, and is now occurring, under the Christian dispensation, in the further- 
ance of human salvation : 

“Tf his soul shall make a propitiatory sacrifice 

He shall see a seed, which shall prolong their days, 

And the gracious purpose of Jehovah shall prosper in his hands. 

Of the travail of his soul he shall see (the fruit) and be satisfied ; 

By the knowledge of him shall my servant justify many ; 

For the punishment of their iniquitieshe shall bear. 

Therefore will I distribute to him the many for his portion ; 

And the mighty people shall he share for his spoil ; 

Because he pour’d his soul out unto death; 

And was number’d with the transgressors : 

And he bore the-sin of many, 

And made intercession for the transgressors.” 


To all these predictions the words of a modern writer are applicable: “Let now the 
Infidel, or the skeptical reader, meditate thoroughly and soberly upon these predictions. The 
priority of the records to the events admits of no question. The completion is obvious to 
every competent inquirer. Here then are facts. We are called upon to account for these - 
facts on rational and adequate principles. Is human foresight equal to the task? Enthu- 
siasm? Conjecture? Chance? Political contrivance? If none of these, neither can any 
other principle that may be devised by man’s sagacity, account for the facts; then true 


philosophy, as well as true religion, will ascribe them to the inspiration of the Almighty. 
Every effect must have a cause.” (4) 


CHAPTER XVIIE 
OssEcTYONS TO THE EvipENCE FROM PROPHECY CONSIDERED. 


. Luts 

Bzsipes the objections which have been anticipated and answered in the last chapter, 
others have been made to the argument from prophecy, which, though exceedingly futile, 
ought to receive a cursory notice, lest any should think them of greater importance. : 

It has been objected, as to some of the propecies, that they were written after the event ; 
as for instance, the prophecy of Isaiah in whieh the name of Cyrus is found, and the prophe- 
cies of Daniel. This allegation, standing as it does upon no evidence whatever, and being 
indeed in opposition to contrary proof, shows the hopelessness of the cause of Infidelity, and 
affords a lofty triumph to the evidence of prophecy. For the objector does in fact acknow- 
ledge, that these predictions are not obscure; that the event exactly corresponded with them ; 
and that they were beyond human conjecture. Without entering into those questions respect- 
ing the date of the books of Isaiah and Daniel, which properly belong to works on the canon 
of Scripture, we may observe, that the authors of this objection assert, but without giving 
the least proof, that Isaiah wrote his prophecies in order to flatter Cyrus, and that the book 
of Daniel was composed about the reign of Anriocaus Eripuanes. It is therefore admitted 
that both were extant, and in their present form, before the time of the Christian era; but, if 
so, what end, we ask, is answered by the objection? The Scriptures, as received by the 
Jews, were verified by the sentence of our Lord and his Apostles; and unless thei inspira- 
tion can be disproved, the objection in question is a mere cavil. Before it can have any 
weight, the whole mass of evidence which supports the mission and Divine authority of our 
¢ 


nf Sutpsow’s Key to the Prophecies, See also a large collection of prophecies with their fulfilment in 
ta2 Appendix to vol. i, of HORNE’S Introduction to the Scriptures. 
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Saviour and the Apostles, must be overthrown: and not till then, can it in strictness of 
_ reasoning be maintained. But, not to insist on this, the assertion respecting Isaiah is opposed 
to positive testimony. The pent of the prophet himself, who states that he lived “in 
the days of Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, kings of Judah ;” and the testimony of an inde- 
endent. witness, the author of the Second Book of Kings, in the twentieth chapter of which 
ok, Isaiah is brought forward in connection with a public event of the Jewish history—the 
dangerous sickness and recovery of the king Hezekiah. The proof is then as decisive as 
the publie records of a kingdom can make it, that Isaiah wrote more than.a hundred years 
before the birth of Cyrus. (5) > 

The time when Daniel lived and wrote is bound up in like manner with public history,— 
and that not only of the Jews, but of the Babylonians and Persians; and could not be ante- 
dated so as to impose upon the Jews, who received the book which bears his name into their 
canon, as the production of the same Daniel who had filled exalted stations in the courts of 
Nebuchadnezzar and his successors. In favour of a later date being assigned to the book of 
Daniel, it has been said, that it has many Greek terms, and that it was not translated by the 
LXX, the translation now inserted in the Septuagint being by Tueoporian. With respect 
to the Greek terms, they are chiefly found in the names of the musital instruments; and the 
Greeks acknowledge, that they derived their music from the eastern nations. With respect 
to the second objection, it-is unfounded. The authors of the Septuagint did translate the 
book of Daniel, and their version is cited by Clemens Romanus, Justin Martyr, and many 
of the Ancient Fathers; it occupied a column of the Hexapla of Origen, and is quoted by 
Jerome. The present Greek version by Theodotian inserted in the Septuagint, was made 
in the second century, and preferred as being more conformable to the Original. The repu- 
diated version was published some years ago from-an ancient MS. discovered at Rome. (6) 

The opponents of Scripture are fond of the atterapt to lower the dignity and authority of 
the sacred prophecies by comparing them to the Heathen Oracles. ‘The absolute contrast 
between them has: already been pointed out; (7) but a few additional observations may not 
be useless. : 

Of the innumerable Oracles which were established and consulted by the ancient Heath 
the most celebrated was the Delphic; and we may, therefore, for the purpose of exhibiti 
the contrast more perfectly between the Pythian Oracle and the prophecies of Scripture, 
confine our remarks to that. ma 

The first great distinction lies in this, that none of the predictions’ ever uttered by tl he Del- 
phic Oracle went deep into futurity. They relate to events on the eve of taking place, and 
whose preparatory circumstances were known, ‘There was not even the pretence of foresight 
to the distance of a few years; though had it been a hundred years, even that were a very 
limited period to the eye of inspired prophets, who looked through the course of succeeding 
ages, and gave proof by the very sweep and compass of their predictions, that they were 
under the inspirations of Him to whom “‘@ day is as a thousand years, and a thousand years as 
one day.” 

A second contrast liés in the ambiguity of the responses. ‘The prophecies of Scripture are 
sometimes obscure, though this does not apply to the most eminent of those which have been 
most signally fulfilled, as we have already seen; but they never equivocate, For this the 
Pythian Oracle was notorious. Historians relaté, that Crasus, who had expended large 
sums upon the agents of this delusion, was tricked by an equivocation; through which, inter- 
preting the response most favourably for himself, he was induced to make an unsuccessful 
war on Cyrus. In his subsequent captivity he repeatedly reproached the Oracle, and charged 
it with falsehood. ‘The response delivered to Pyrrnuus was of the same kind; and was so 
expressed-as to be true, whether Pyrrhus conquered the Romans or the Romans Pyrrhus. 
Many other instances of the same kind are given; not to mention the trifling, and even 
bantering and jocose oracles, which were sometimes pronounced. (8) 

(5) “ But if you will persevere in believing that the prophecy concerning Cyrus was'written after the event, 
peruse the burden-of Babylon; was that also written after the event? Were the Medes then stirred up 
against Babylon 2 Was Babylon, the glory of the kingdoms, the beauty of the Chaldees, then overthrown, 
and become as Sodom and Gomorrah ? as it then uninhabited? Was it then neither fit for the Arabian’s 
tent nor the Shepherd’s fold? Did the wild beasts of the desert then lie there? Did the wild beasts of the 
islands then cry in their desolate houses, and dragons in their pleasant places? Were Nebuchadnezzar and 
Belshazzar, the son and the grandson, then cut off? Was Babylon then become a possession of the bittern 
and pools of water? Was it then swept with the besom of destruction, so swept that the world knows not 
now where to find it?”—Bishop.W aTson’s Apology. p ¥ 

(6) PorpuveyY, in his books against the Christian religion, was the first to attack the prophecies of 
Daniel ; and in modern times, Coriins, in his “Scheme of Literal Prophecy,” bent all his force against a 
vook so pregnant with proofs of the truth of Christianity, and the inspiration of ancient prophecy. - By two 
learned opponents his eleven objections were most satisfactorily refuted, and shown to be mere cavils—by 
Bishop Cuawpten in his “Vindication” of his “Defence of Christianity,” and by Dr. Sam. CHANDLER 
in his “ Vindication of Daniel’s Prophecies.” (7) Vide chapter xvi. 

(8) Eusebius has preserved some fragments of a philosopher called G&nomaus; who, out of resentment 
for his having been so often fooled by the Oracles, wrote an ample confutation of all their impertinences : 
“When we come to consult thee,” says he to Apollo, ‘if thou seest what is in futurity, why dost thou use 
expressions that will not be understood? Ifthou dost, thou takest pleasure In abusing us; if thou dost not, 


102 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. [PART 


d 
The venslity, wealth, and servility of the Delphic Oracle, present another contrast to the 
poverty and disinterestedness of the Jewish prophets, whom no gifts could bribe, and no 
power awe in the discharge of their duty. Demosthenes, in one of his speeches to the Athe- 
nians, publicly charges this Oracle with being “gained over to the interests of King Philip ;” 
and the Greek historians give other instances in which it had been corrupted by money, and 
the prophetess sometimes deposed for bribery, sometimes for lewdness. = (tis «Bese 
Neither threats nor persecutions had any influence with the Jewish prophets; but. it 
would seem that this celebrated Oracle of Apollo was not even proof against raillery. At 
first it gave its answers in verse; but the Epicureans, Cynics, and others laughing so much 
at the poorness of the versification, it fell at length into prose. “It was. surprising,” said 
these philosophic wits, “that Apollo, the god of poetry, should be a much worse poet than 
Homer, whom he himgelf had inspired.” Plutarch considers this as a principal cause of the 
declension of the Oracle of Delphos. Doubtless it had declined much in credit in his day ; 
and the further spread of Christianity completed its ruin. , 
- Can then the prophecies of Scripture be paralleled with these dark, and venal, and delusive 
Oracles, without impiety? and could any higher honour be wished for the Jewish prophets, 
than the comparison into which they are thus brought with the agents of Paganism at Del- 
phos and other places? They had recourse to no smooth speeches, no compliances with the 
tempers and prejudices of men. They concealed no truth which they were commissioned to 
declare, however displeasing to their nation, and hazardous to themselves. They required. 
no caves, or secret places of temples, from which to utter their messages; and those who 
consulted them were not practised upon by the bewildering ceremonies imposed upon 
inquirers at Delphos. They prophesied in streets, and courts, and palaces, and in the midst 
of large assemblies. Their predictions had a clear, determimate, and consistent sense; and 
they described future events with so many particularities of time and place,'as made it scarcely 
possible that they should be misunderstood or misapplied. z 
Pure and elevated as-was the character of the Jewish prophets, the hardihood of Infidelity 
thas attempted to asperse their character; because it appears from Scripture story, that there 
_were false prophets and bad men who bore that name. 
~ Balaam. is instanced, though not a Jewish prophet; but that he was always a bad man, 
wants proof. The probability is, that his virtue was overcome by the offers of Balak; and 
the prophetic spirit was not taken away from him, because there was an evident design on 
the part of God to make his favour to Israel more conspicuous, by obliging a reluctant prophet 
to bless, when he would have cursed, and that in the very presence of a hostile king. When 
that work was done, Balaam was consigned to his proper punishment. : tg 
With respect to the Jewish false prophets, it is a singular proceeding to condemn the true 
ones for their sake, and to argue that because bad men assumed their functions, and imitated 
their manner, for corrupt purposes, the universally-received prophets of the nation,—men 
who, from the proofs they gave of their inspiration, had their commission acknowledged even 
by those who hated them, and their writings received into the Jewish canon,—were bad men 
also. Let the characters of Moses, Samuel, Elijah, Elisha, Nathan, Isaiah, Jeremiah, (9) 
Daniel, and the authors of the other prophetical books, be considered; and how true are the 
words of the Apostle, that they were “oxy men of old” as well as that they were “moved by 
the Holy Ghost!” That the prophets who prophesied ‘smooth things” were never considered 
as true prophets, except for a time by a few who wished to have their hopes flattered, is plain 
from.this—none of their writings were preserved by the Jews. Their predictions would not 
abound in reproofs and threatenings, like those of Isaidh and Jeremiah; and yet the words of 
those prophets who were personally most displeasing to the Jews of the age in which they 
lived, have been preserved, while every flattering prophecy was suffered to fall into oblivion 
almost as soon as it was uttered. Can we have a more decisive proof than this, that the false 
rophets were a perfectly distinct class of men,—the venal imitators of these ‘“holy men of ald,” 
but who never gave, even to those most disposed to listen to their delusive prophecies, a satis- 
factory proof of their prophetic commission ? ‘ 
Attempts have been made to show, that a few of the prophecies of Scripture have failed. 
The following are the principal instances: er 
_It has been said, that a falsé promise was made to Abraham, when it was promised to 
him, that his descendants should. possess the territory which lies between the Euphrates and 
the river. of Egypt. But this objection is clearly made in ignorance of the Scriptures; for the 
fact is, that David conquered that territory, and that the dominions of Solomon were thus 
extended. (1) ; 
Voltaire objects, that the prophets made promises to thé Jews of the most wibounded 


be informed of us, and learn to speak more clearly. I tell thee, that if thou intendest an equivoque, the 
Greek word whereby thou affirmedst that Croesus thdnta overthtow a fe, empire, was Hi chbeen ; and 
that it could signify nothing but Cresus’s conquering Cyrus. If things must necessarily come to pass, why 
dost thou amuse us with thy ambiguities? What dost thou, wretch as thou art, at] elphi; employed in 
muttering idle prophecies Y? ; 

(9) A weak attempt has been made by. some Infidel writers to fasten a charge of falsehood on Jeremiah, in 
the case of his confidential interview with King Zedekiah. A satisfactory refutation is given by Bishop 
Warsow in his answer to Paine, letter vi. . (1) Vide 2 Sam, viii; 1-Chron. xviii. 
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is to be false. But Voltaire know, that the loss of their own coun the Jews, 
of which he spe: +b on 4 in the clearest manner? and would he not have seen, had 
he not been by his. prejudices, that’ his very objection acknowledges the truth of 


prophecy, 1? The ises of the prophets have not been falsified in the instancé given, but 
; signal ‘tava sib ae ai reed 


nay Tage, 5 ‘ . 
i ing preceding writers of the same seftitents, asserts the of Iagiah 
to not to have been verified by the event, and is thus aaaeimed by Behe Wateon (2) 
“The prop is quoted by you, to prove, and it is the only instance you produce, that 
Isaiah was ‘a lying prophet and impostor.” Now I maintain, that this very instance proves 
that he was true prophet and no impostor. The history of the pro , as delivered in the 
seventh chapter, is this,—Rezin king of Syria, and Pekah king of Israel, made war upon Ahaz 
king ona merely, or, per not at all, for the sake of plunder, or the conquest 
of territory, but with a declared purpose of making an entire revolution in the eeveangent 
of Judah, ra ate Sergi heave of David, and of placing another family on the t 
‘Their purpose expr! tmp aviiat Tudds and vex it, and let us make a 
breach therein for us, and set a king in the midst of it, even the son of Tabeal’? Now what 
did the Lord commission Isaiah to say to Ahaz? Did he commission him to say, The kings 
shall not vex thee? No.—The kings shall not conquer thee? No.—The kings shall not 
ceed against thee? No. ~He commissioned him to say—‘It (the purpose of the two sagt 
shall not stand, neither shall it come to ” I demand—Did it stand, did it come to pass? 
Was any revolution effected? Was the royal house of David dethroned and destroyed? 
Was Tabeal ever made king of Judah? No. ‘The prophecy was perfectly accomplished. 
* - You say, ‘Instead of these two kings failing in their atternpt against Ahaz, they succeeded: 
was defeated and destroyed” Ideny the fact: Ahaz was defeated, but not destroyed; 
even the ‘two hundred thousand women) and sons and daughters” whom you represens, 
“as carried into captivity, were not carried into captivity: they were made captives, but they 
were not carried into captivity ; for the chief men of Samaria, being admonished by a pr 
would not suffer Pekah to bring the captives into the land,— They rose up, and took the 
captives, and with the spoil clothed all that were naked among them, and arrayed them and 
shod them, and gave them to eat and to drink, and anointed them, and carried all the feeble 
of them upon asses (some humanity, you see, among those Israelites, whom you every where 
represent as barbarous brutes,) and brought them to Jericho, the city of palm trees, to their 
brethren, 2 Chron. xxviii, 15. The kings did fail in their attempt: their attempt was to 
destroy the house of David, and to make a revolution: but they made no revolution; they 
did not destroy the house of David, for Ahaz slept with his fathers; and Hezekiah his son, of 
the: house of David, reigned in his stead.” 
A similar attempt is made by the same writer'to fix a charge of false vaticination upon 
Jeremiah, and is thus answered by the Bishop of Llandaff: “*In the thirtyfourth chapter 1s a 
prophecy of Jererniah to Zedekiah, in these words, verse 2, Thus saith the Lord, Behold I 
will give this city into the hands of the king of Babylon, and will burn it with fore; ond thou shalt 
not escape out of his hand, but thou shalt surély be taken, and delivered into his hand! and thine 
eyes shall behold the eyes of the king of Babylon, und he sholl speak with thee mouth to mouth, and 
thow shalt go to Babylon. Yet hear the word of the Lord, O Zedckiah king of Judah: thus suith 
the Lord, Thou shalt not die by the sword, but thow shalt dé in peace; and with the burnings of 
thy fathers, the former kings that were before thee, so shall they burn odours for thee, and will 
4 e, saying, Ah, lord! for I have pronounced the word, saith the Lord.—Now, instead of 
Zedekiah beholding the eyes of the king of Babylon, and speaking with him routh to mouth, 
and dying in peace, a ith the burnmmgs of odours at the funeral of his fathers, (as Jere- 
miah hath declared the Lord himself had pronounced,) the reverse, according to the fifty- 
second chapter, was the case: it is there stated, (verse 10,) That the king of Babylon slew the 
sons of Zedekiah before his eyes; then he put out the eyes of Zedekiah, and bond him in chains, 
and carried him to Babylon, and put him in prison till the day of his death. What can we say 
of these prophets, but that they are impostors and liars? I can say this—that the pro- 
phecy you have produced was fulfilled in all its parts; and what then shall be said. of those 
who call Jeremiah a liar and an impostor? Here then we are fairly at issue—you affirm that 
the propheey was not fulfilled, and I affirm that it was fulfilled in all its parts. 4 I will give 
this city into the hands of the king of Babylon, and he shall burn it with fire:” so says the 


_ (2) Apology, letter v. 
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rophet. What says the history? ‘They (the forces of the king of Babylon) burnt the 
8 of God, and brake down the walls of Jerusalem, and burnt all the palaces thereof 
with fire, 2 Chron. xxxvi, 19.—Thou shalt not escape out of his hand, but thou shalt surely 
be taken and delivered into his‘hand:’ so says the prophet. What says the history? ‘The 

men of war fled by night, and the king went the way toward the plain, and the army of the 
Chaldees pursued after the king, and overtook him in the plains of Jericho; and all his army 
were scattered from him: so they took the king, and brought him up to the king of Babylon, to 
Riblah,’ 2 Kings xxv, 5, The prophet goes on, ‘Thine eyes shall behold the eyes of the 
king of Babylon, and he shall speak with thee mouth to mouth, No pleasant circumstance 
this to Zedekiah, who had provoked the king of Babylon by revolting from him. The his- 
tory says, ‘The kitg of Babylon gave jtidgmient upon Zedekiah,’ or, as it is more literally 
rendered from the Hebrew, ae judgments with him at Riblah” The prophet concludes 
this part with, “And thou shalt go to Babylon:’ the history says, ‘The king of Babylon 
bound him’ in chains, and carried him to. Babylon, and put him in prison till the day of his 
death,’ Jer. lii, 11.—‘Thou shalt not die by the sword? He-did not die by the sword, he 
did not fall in battle.—‘ But thou shalt die in peace.’ He did die mm peace, he neither expired 
on the rack, nor on the scaffold; was neither strangled nor poisoned, no unusual fate of cap- 
tive kings; he died peaceably in his bed, though that bed was in a prison.—‘ And with the 
burnings of thy fathers shall they burn odours before thee.’ I cannot-prove from the history 
that this part of the prophecy was accomplished, nor can you prove that it was not. The 
probability is, that it was accomplished; and I have two reasons om which I ground this 
probability.—Daniel, Shadrach, Meschach, and Abednego, to say nothing of other Jews, were 
men of great authority in the court of the king of Babylon, before and after ‘the commence- 
ment of the imprisonment-of Zedekiah; and Daniel continued in power till the subversion of 
the kingdom of Babylon by Cyrus. Now it seems to me to be very:probable, that Daniel 
and the other great men of the Jews, would both have inclination to request, and influence 
enough with the king of Babylon to obtain, permission to bury their deceased prince Zede- 
kiah, after the manner of his fathers.—But if there had been no Jews at Babylon of conse- 
quence enough to make such a request, still it is probable that the king of Dabsplen would 
have ordered the Jews to bury and lament their departed prince, after the manner. of their 
country. Monarchs, like other men, are conscious of the instability of human condition; and 
when the pomp of war has ceased, when the insolence of conquest is abated, and the fury of 
resentment is subsided, they seldom fail to revere royalty even in its ruins, and grant without 
reluctance, proper obsequies to the rémains of captive kings.” 

Ezekiel is assaulted in the same manner. ‘ You quote,” says the same writer, “a passage 
from Ezekiel, in the 29th chapter, where speaking of Egypt, it is said—‘.No foot of man shall 
pass through it, nor foot of beast shall pass through it, neither shall it be inhabited forty years :? 
this, you say, ‘never came to pass, and consequently it is false, as all the books I have already 
reviewed are.’. Now that the invasion predicted did come to pass, we have, as Bishop 
Newton observes, ‘the testimonies of Megasthenes and Berosus, two Heathen historians, who 
lived about 300 years before Christ; one of whom. affirms, expressly, that Nebuchadnezzar 
conquered the greater part of Africa; and the other affirms it, in effect; in saying, that -when 
Nebuchadnezzar heard of the death of his father, having settled his affairs in Egypt, and 
committed the captives whom he took in Egy/pt to the care of some of his friends to brmg them 
after him, he hasted directly to Babylon.’ "And if we had been possessed of no testimony in 
Support of the prophecy, it would have been a hasty conclusion, that the prophecy never 
came to pass; the history of Egypt at so remote a period, being nowhere accurately and 
circumstantially related. I admit that no period can be pointed out from the age.of Ezekiel 
to the present, in which there was no foot of man or beast to be seen for forty years in all 
Egypt; but some think that only a part of Egypt is here spoken of; (3) and surely you do 
not expect a literal accomplishment of a hyperbolical expréssion, denoting great desolation ; 
importing that the trade of Eeypt, which was carried on then, as at present, by caravans, by 
the foot of man and beast, should be annihilated.” ‘ 

To this we wpe add, that the passage respecting the depopulation of Egypt stands in tha 
midst of an extended prophecy, which has received the most marked fulfilment, and illustrates, 
perhaps as strikingly as any thing which can be adduced, the éavilling spirit of infidelity, and 
proves that truth could never be the object of discussions thus conducted: Here isa passage 
which has some obscurity hanging over it. No one however can prove that it was not accom: 
plished, even so fully that the expressions might be used without violent hyperbole; for the 
mvasion of Nebuchadnezzar was one of the same sweeping and devastating character as his 
invasion and conquest of Judea: and we know, that the greater part of the inhabitants of that 
country were destroyed, or led captive, and that the land generally remained untilled for 


(3) The opinion of the Bishop, that not the whole of what is now ealled E intended in the pro- 
phecy, séems to’ derive confirmation from the following passages in Richaneon’s Travela it FE 7 Aa 
1817 :—“The Delta, according to the tradition of the Jonians, is the only part that is, strictly speaking; 
entitled to be called Egypt, which is hieroglyphically represented by the figure of a heart, no unapt simili- 


tude.”—“The principal places mentioned in our sacred writi 
referable to the Delta. Probably little of them remains.” Bas, Boas, Sere, Sarees, ae 
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seventy years,—though not absolutely left without inhabitant. In the common language of 
men, Judea might be said not to be inhabited, so prodigious was the excision of its people;. 
and in such circumstances, from the total cessation of all former intercourse, commercial and ° 
otherwise, between the different parts of the kingdom, it might also, without exaggeration, be 
said, that the foot of man and beast did not “ poss rHRovGH it ;” their going from one part to. 
another on business, or for worship at Jerusalem, being wholly suspended. Now, as we have 
no reason to suppose the Babylonian monarch’ to have been more merciful to Egypt than to 
Judea, the same expressions in a popular sense might be used in respect of that country. 
Here however infidelity thought a cavil might be raised, and totally—may we not say’ 
wilfully 2—overlooked a prediction immediately following, which no human sagacity could. 
conjecture, and. against which it is in vain to urge, that it was written after the event: for 
the accomplishment of the prophecy runs on to the present day, and is as palpable and obvious 
as the past history: and the present political state of that country—“ Egypt shall'be the basest 
of the kingdoms, neither shall it exalt itself any more above the nations—there shall be no more a 
prince of the land of Egypt.”.(4) It is more than two thousand years since the prophecy was 
delivered, and Egypt has never recovered its liberties, but is to this day under the yoke of 
foreigners. It was.conquered by the Babylonians; then by the Persians: and in succession 
passed under the dominion of the Macedonians, Romans, Saracens, Mamelucs, and Turks. 
No native prince of Egypt has ever restored his country to independence, and ascended the 
throne of his ancestors; and the descendants ofthe ancient Egyptians are to this hour in the 
basest and most oppressed condition. Yet in Egypt the human mind had made some ‘of its 
earliest and most auspicious efforts. ‘The stupendous monuments of art and power, the ruins 
of which lie piled upon the banks of the Nile, or still defy the wastes of time, attest the vast- 
ness of the designs andthe extent of the power of its princes. Egypt, too, was possessed of 
great natural advantages. Its situation was singularly calculated to protect it against foreign 
invasion; while its great fertility promised to secure the country it enriched from poverty, 
baseness, and subjection. Yet after a long course of grandeur, and in contradiction to its 
natural advantages, Ezekiel pronounced that the kingdom should. be “ the basest of all king- 
doms,” and that there should be ‘‘no mere a prince of the land of Egypt.” . So the event has 
been, and so it remains; and that this wonderful prophecy should be passed over by Infidels 
in silence, while they select from it a passage which promised to give some colour to objection, 
is deeply characteristic of the state of their minds. It is not from deficiency of evidence that the 
word of God is rejected by them. The evil is not the want of light, but the love of darkness. 

Much ridicule has been cast upon the prophets for those significant actions by which they 
illustrated their predictions; as when Jeremiah hides his linen girdle in a hole of the rock, 
and breaks a potter’s vessel inthe sight of the people; when Ezekiel weighs the hair of his 

head and beard in balances, with many other instances familiar to those who read the Scrip- 
tures. But this ridicule can only proceed from ignorance. In thé early\ages of the world, 
the deficiency of language was often supplied by signs; and when language was improved, 
“the practice remained,” says Bishop Warburton, “after the necessity was over; especially 
among the #asterns, whose natural temperament inclined them to this mode of conversation. 
The charges then of absurdity and fanaticism brought against the prophets, vanish of them- 
selves. ‘The absurdity of an action consists in its being extravagant and insignative; but use 
and a fixed application made the actions in question both sober and pertinent. The fanaticism 
ef an action consists in fondness for such actions as are unusual, and for foreign modes of 
speech; but those of the prophets were idiomatic and familiar.” We may add, that several 
of these actions were performed in vision; and that, considering the genius of the people who 
were addressed, they were calculated strongly to excite their attention, the end for which 
they were adopted. 

Such are the principal objections which have been made to Scripture prophecy, as the 
proof of Scripture truth. That they are so few and so feeble, when enemies so prying and 
capable have employed themselves with so much misplaced zeal to discover any vulnerable 
part, is the triumph of truth. Their futility has been pointed out; and the whole weight of 
the preceding evidence in favour of the truth of the Old and New Testaments, remains 
unmoved. We have, indeed, but glanced at a few of these extraordinary revelations of the 
future, for the sake, not of exhibiting the evidence of prophecy, which would require a distinct 
volume, but of explaining its nature and pointing out its force. To the prophecies of the Old 
‘Testament, the attentive inquirer will add those of our Lord and his Apostles, which will 
appear not less extraordinary in themselves, nor less illustrious in their fulfilment, so far as 
they have received their accomplishment. Many prophecies both of the Old and New 
Testament evidently point to future times, and this kind of evidence will consequently 
accumulate with thé lapse of ages, and may be among the means by which Jews, Moham- 
medans, and Pagans, shall be turned to the Christian faith. At all events, prophecy even 
unfulfilled now answers an important end. It opens our prospect into the future; and if the 
detail is obscure, yet, notwithstanding the mighty contest which is still going on between 
opposing powers and principles, we see how the struggle will terminate, and know, to use a 
prophetic phrase, that “at eventime it shall be light.” 


(4) Vide Ezek. xxix and xxx. 
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Interna Evivence of the Truth of Scripture—CoLLaTERAL Evipence. 


. . H , ge bi +: 

"Cur Internal Evidence of a revelation from God has been stated to be that which arises 
from the apparent excellence and beneficial tendency of the doctrine. (5) This at léast is its 
chief characteristic, though other particulars may also be included in this species of proof, and 
shall be adduced. ' - i 

The reader will recollect the distinction made in the chapter just referred to, between 
rational and authenticating evidence. It has been observed, that there are some truths made 
known to us through the medium of a revelation from God, which, though in their nature 
undiscoverable by the unassisted faculties of man, yet, when once revealed, carry to our 
reason, so far as they are of a nature to be comprehended by it, the demonstration which 
accompanies truth of any other kind. (6) But it 1s only within the limit just mentioned that 
this position holds good; for such truths only must be understood as are accompanied with 
reasons or rational. proofs in the revelation itself, or which, when once suggested to the mind 
directs its thoughts and observations to surrounding facts and circumstances, or to established 
truths to which they are capable of being compared, and by which they are confirmed. The 
Internal Evidence of the Holy Scriptures, therefore, as far as doctrine is concerned, is restrained 
to truths of this class. Of other-truths revealed to us in the Bible, and those in many i 
fundamental to the system of Christianity, we have no proof of this kind; but-they stand on. 
the firm basis of Divine attestation, and suffer no diminution of their authority because the 

~reasons of them are either hidden from us for purposes of moral discipline, or because they 

transcend our faculties. If we had the reasons of them before us, they would not be more 
authentic, though to the understanding they would be more obvious.- Such are the doctrines 
of a Trinity of persons in the Unity of the Godhead; of the hypostatic union of the two 
natures in Christ; of his Divine and Eternal Sonship, &c. Such are many facts in the 
Divine government—as the permission of evil, and the long apparent. abandonment of Heathen 
nations—the unequal religious advantages afforded to individuals as well as nations—and 
many of the circumstances of our individual moral trial upon earth. Of the truth of these 
doctrines, ‘and the fitness of these and many other facts, we have no internal evidence what- 
ever; but a very large class of truths which are found in the revelations of Scripture, afford 
more or less of this kind of proof}; and make their appeal to our reason as well as to our 
faith ;—in other words, their reasonableness is such, that, though the. great demonstration - 
does not rest upon that, it affords an additional argument why they should be thankfully 
received, and heartily credited. Pee 

The first and fundamental doctrine of Scripture is, the existence of God; the great and the’ 
sole First Cause of all things, eternal, self-existent, present in all places, knowing all things; 
infinite in power and wisdom; and perfect in goodness, justice, holiness, and truth? That this 
view of the Divine Being, for which we are indebted to the Scriptures alone, presents itself 
with powerful rational demonstration to the mind of man, is illustriously shown by that asto- 
nishing change of opinion on this great subject which took place in Pagan nations upon the 
promulgation of Christianity, and which in Europe continues to this day substantially 
unaltered. Not only those gross notions which prevailed among the vulgar, but the dark, 
uncertain, and contradictory researches of the philosoyfhers of different schools, have passed 
away; and the truth respecting God, stated in the majesty and simplicity of the Scriptures, 
has been, with few exceptions, universally received, and that among enlightened Deists 
themselves. ‘These discoveries of revelation have satisfied the human mind on this great and 
primary doctrine; and have given it a resting place which it never before found, and from 
which, if it ever departs, it finds no demonstration until it returns to the “marvellous light” 
into which revealed religion has introduced us. A class of ideas, the most elevated and 
sublime, and which the most profound minds informer times sought without success, have 
thus become familiar to the very peasants in Christian nations. - Nothing can be a more 
striking proof of the appeal which the Scripture character of God makes to the unso phisticated 
reason of mankind. (7) 

Of the state and condition of Man as it is represented in our Holy Writings, the evidence 


Ne Vide chap. ix. (6) Ibid. far ‘ 
(7) The Scripture character of the Divine Being is thus strikingly drawn out by Dr. A. Clarke in his note 
on Gen, i, 1:— : . 

_“The'eternal, independent, and selfexistent Being. ‘The Being whose purposes and actions spring from 
himself, without foreign motive or influence: He who,is absolute in dominion; the most pure, most simple, 
and most spiritual of all essences: Infinitely benevolent, beneficent, true, and holy: The cause of all being, 
the upholder of all things; infinitely happy, because infinitely good; and eternally selfsufficient, needing 
nothing that he has made. Tllimitable in his immensity, inconceivable in his mode of existence, and inde- 
scribable in his essence; known fully only to himself, because an infinite mind can only be comprehended 
by itself. Ina word, a Being who, from his infinite wisdom, cannot err or be deceived ; and who, from his 
infinite goodness, can do nothing but what is eternally just, right, and kind.” ‘ 
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from: fact, and from the consciousness of our own bosoms, is very copious. What man is, in 
his relations to God his maker and governor, we had never discovered without revelation ; put 
now this is made known, confirmatory fact crowds it on every side, and affords its evidence 
of the truth of the doctrine. . : 
-. The Old and New Testaments agree in representing the human race as actually vicious, 
and capable, without moral check and control, of the greatest enormities; so that not only 
individual happiness, but social also, is constantly obstructed or endangered.~ To this the 
history of all ages bears witness, and present experience gives its testimony. , All the states 
of antiquity crumbled down, or were suddenly overwhelmed, by their own vices; and’ the 
general character and conduct of the people which composed them may be read in the works 
of their historians, poets, and satirists, which have been transmitted to our times. These, as 
te the Greeks and Romans, fully bear out the darkest colouring of their moral condition to be 
found in the well known first chapter of St. Paul’s Epistle to the Church at Rome, and other 
passages in his various epistles. To this day, the same representation depicts the condition 
of almost all Pagan countries, and, in many respects too, some parts of Christendom, where: 
the word of God has been hidden from the people, and its moral influence, consequently, has 
not been suffered to develope itself: In those countries also where that corrective has been 
most carefully applied, though exalted beyond comparison in just, honourable, benevolent, 
and sober principles and habits, along with the frequent occurrence of numerous and gross 
actual crimes, the same appetites and passions may be seen in constant contest with the laws 
of the state; with the example of the virtuous; and the controlling influence of the word of 
Go ched by faithful ministers, taught as a part of the process of education, and spread 
through society by the multiplication of its copies since the invention of printing. The Holy 
Scriptures therefore characterise man only as he is actually found in all ages, and in all places 
to the utmost bounds of those geographical discoveries which have been made through the 
adventurous spirit of modern navigators. — 

- But they not only assume men to-be actually vicious, but vicious in consequence of a moral 
taint in their nature,—originally and inevitably so, but for those provisions of grace and 
means of sanctity of which they speak; and as this assumption is the basis of the whole 
scheme of moral restoration, through the once promised seed of the woman, and the now 
actually given Jesus, the Saviour, so they constantly remind him that he is. “born in sin and 
shapen in iniquity,” and that, being born of the flesh, “he cannot please God.” What is thus 
represented as doctrine appeals to our reason through the evidence of unquestionable fact. 
The strong tendency of man to crime, cannot be denied. Civil penal laws are enacted for no 
ether purpose than to repress it; they are multiplied in the most civilized states to shut out 
the evil in all those new directions toward which the multiplied felations of man, and his 
‘Increased power, arising from increased intelligence, have given it its impulse. Every legal 
deed with its seals and witnesses, bears testimony to that opinion as to human nature which 
the experience of man has impressed on man; and history itself is a record chiefly of human 
guilt, because examples of crime have every where and at all times been much more frequent 
than examples of virtue. This tendency to evil, the Scriptures tell us, arises from “the 
heart,”—the nature and disposition of man; and it 1s not otherwise to be accounted for. Some 
indeed have represented the corruption of the race, as the result of association and example ; 
but if men were naturally inclined to good, and averse to evil, how is it that not a few indivi- 
duals only, but the whole race have become evil by mutual association? This would be to 
make the weaker cause the more efficient, which is manifestly absurd. It is contrary. too to 
the reason of the case, that the example and association of persons naturally well disposed, 
should produce any other effect than that of confirming and maturing their good dispositions ; 
as it is the effect of example and association, among persons of similar tastes and of similar 
pursuits, to confirm and improve the habit which gives rise to them. _ As little plausibility is 
there-in the opinion which would account for this general corruption from bad education. 
How, if man in all ages had been rightly affected in his moral inclinations, did a course of 
deleterious education commence? How, if commenced, came it, that what must have been 
so abhorrent to a virtuously disposed community, was not arrested, and a better system of 
instruction introduced? But the fact itself may is denied, as the worst education inculcates 
a virtue above the general practice, and no course of education was ever adopted purposely to 
encourage immorality. In the Scriptures alone we find a cause assigned which accounts for 
the phenomenon, and we are bound therefore by the rules of philosophy itself to admit it. It 
is this, that man is by nature prone to evil; and as it would be highly unreasonable to 
suppose, that this disposition was implanted in him by his benevolent and holy Maker, we 
are equally bound in reason to admit the Scripture solution of the raLy of the human race 
from a higher and better state. , 

A third view of the condition of man contained in the Scriptures, is, that he is not only 
under the Divine authority, but that the government of heaven as to him is of a mixed charac- 
ter; that he is treated with severity and with kindness also; that considered both as corrupt 
in his nature and tendencies, and as in innumerable instances actually offending, he is placed 
under a rigidly restraining discipline, to meet his case in the first respect, and under correction 
and penal dispensation with relation to the latter. On the other hand, as he is an object 
beloved by the God he has offended; a being for whose pardon_and recovery Divine Mercy 
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has made provision; moral ends are connected with these severities, and Nature and Provi- 
dence as well as Revelation are crowned with instances of Divine benevolence to the sinning 
race. . The proof of thest different relations of man to God, surrounds us in that admixture of 
good and evil, of indulgence and restraint, of felicity and misery, to which he is so manifestly 
subject. Life is felt in all ordinary circumstances to be a blessing; but it is short and uncer- 
tain, subject to diseases and accidents. Many enjoyments fall to the lot of men; yet with 
the majority they are attained by means of great and exhausting labours of the body or of the 
mind, through which the risks to health and life are greatly multiplied ; or they are accom- 
panied with so many disappointments, fears, and cares, that their number and their quality 
are greatly lessened. The globe itself, the residence of man, and upon whose fertility, seasons, 
exterior surface, and interior stratification so much of the external felicity of man depends, 
bears marks of a mingled kind of just and merciful government suited to such a being as man 
in the state described in the Scriptures, and to none else. It’ eannot be supposed, that if 
inhabited by a race of beings perfectly holy and in the full enjoyment of the Divine favour, this 
earth would be subject to destructive pepe: Pers volcanoes, and inundations; to blights 
and dearths, the harbingers of famine; to those changes in the atmosphere which induce 
wide-was eaeieenic disorders; to that general sterility of soil which renders labour neces- 
sary to such a degree, as fully to occupy the time of the majority of mankind, prevent them 
from engaging in pursuits worthy an intellectual nature, and wear down their spirits; nor 
that the metals so necessary for man in civilized life, and, in many countries, the mat 
the fire by which cold must be repelled, food prepared, and the most important arts e 
should be hidden deep in the bowels of the earth, so that a great body of men must be 
to the dangerous and humbling labour of raising them! These and many other inst 8) 
show a course of distipline very incongruous with the most enlightened views of the Divine 
character, if man be considered as an imnocent being.. On the contrary, that he is under 
an unmixed penal administration, is contradicted by the facts, that the earth yet yields her 
increase ordinarily to industry; that the destructive convulsions of nature are but occasional ; 
and that, generally, the health of the human race predominates over sickness, and their animal 
enjoyments over positive misery. To those diverse relations of man to God, as stated in the 
Bible, the contrarieties of nature and providence bear an exact adaptation. Assume man to 
be any thing else than what is represented in Scripture, they would be discordant and 
inexplicable ; in this view they harmonize.—Man is neither innocent -nor finally condemned—he 
is fallen and guilty, but not:excluded from the compassion and care and benignity of his God. 
The next leading doctrine of Christianity~is the restoration of man to the Divine favour, 
through the merits of THE VICARIOUS AND SACRIFICIAL DEATH OF-CurisT, thé incarnate Son 
of God. To this many objections have been offered; but, on the other hand, many important 
reasons for such a procedure have been overlooked. ‘The rational evidence of this doctrine, 
we grant, is partial and limited; but it will be recollected, that it has been already proved, 
hat the authority and truth of a doctrine are not thereby affected. It is indeed not.unreason- 
able to suppose, that the evidence of the fitness and necessity of such a doctrine should be to 
us obscure. “The reason of the thing,” says Bishop Butler, “and the whole analogy of 
nature should teach us, not to expect to have the like information concerning the Divine con- 
duct, as concerning our own duty.” On whatever terms God had been pleased to offer forgive- 
ness to his creatures, if any other had been morally possible, it is not to be supposed that all 
the reasons of his conduct, which must of course respect the very principles of his government 
in general, extending not only to man, but to other beings, could have been explained; and 
certain it is, that those to'whom the benefit was offereft would have had no. right to require it. 
‘The Christian doctrine of atonement as a necessary merciful interposition, is grounded upon 
the liability of man to punishment in another life, for sms committed against the law. of 
God in this; and against this view of the future prospects of mankind there can lie no 
objection of weight. Men are capable of committing sin, and sin is productive of misery and 
disorder. These positions cannot be denied. That to violate the laws of God and to despise 
his authority are not light crimes, is clear from considering them in their general effect upon 
society, and upon the world. Remove from the human race all the effects produced by vice, 
‘direct and indirect; all the inward and outward miseries and calamities which are entirely ° 
evitable by mankind, and which they wilfully bring upon themselves and others, and scarcely 
a sigh would be heaved, or a groan heard, except those extorted by natural evils, small (com- 
paratively in number,) throughout the whole earth. The great sum of human misery is the 
effect of actual offence ; and as it isa principle in the wisest and most perfect human legisla- 
tion to estimate the guilt of individual acts by their general tendency, and to proportion the 
punishment to them under that consideration, the same reason of the case is in favour of this 
principle, as found in Scripture; and thus considered, the demerit of the sins of an individual 
against God becomes incalculable. Nor is there any foundation to suppose, that the punish- 
ment assigned to sin by the judicial appointment of the Supreme Governor, is confined to the 
present life; for before we can determine that, we must be able to estimate the demerit of an 
act of wilful transgression in its principle, habits, and influence, which, as parties implicated, 
we are not ina state of feeling or judgment to attempt, were the subject more within our 


(8) See the argument largely and ingeniously exhibited in G1sBORNE’s Testimony of Nat. Theol. &c, 
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grasp. But the obvious reason of the case is in favour of the doctrine of future punishment ; 
or not only is there an unequal administration of punishments in the'present life, so that many 
eminent offenders pass through the pee state without any visible manifestation of the 
Divine displeasure against their conduct, but there are strong and convincing proofs that we 
are placed in a state of trial, which continues throughout life, and the result of which can only 
be known, and consequently we ourselves can only become subjects of final reward or punish- 
ment, after existence in this world terminates. From the circumstances we have just enume- 
rated to indicate the kind of government which is exercised over the human race, we must 
conclude, that, allowing the Supreme Governor to be wise and just, benevolent and holy, 
men are neither treated as innocent nor as incorrigibly corrupt. Now, what reason can poss 
pr Pi given for this mixed kind of administration, but that the moral improvement of man 
is the object intended by it? The'severity discountenances and restrains vice; the annexa- 
tion of ieee felicity in all cases, (and outward ‘in all those instances in which the result 
depends upon the conduct of the individual,) to holy habits and acts, recommends and sanc- 
tions them, and allures to the use of those means which God has provided for enabling us to 
form and practise them. ‘No other final causes, it would appear, can be assigr od for t the 
peculiar manner in which we are governed in the present life; and if ae erring and 
co! ing severity on the one hand, and the alluring and instructive kindness on the other, 
whi irk the Divine administration, continue throughout life; if, in every period of his life 
n is capable, by the use-of the prescribed means, of forming new habits and renounc- 

and thus of accomplishing the purposes of the moral discipline under which he 
nen is he in a state of trial chitigheat life, and if so he is accountable for the 


of his life; and his ultimate reward or punishment must be in a state subsequent 


the doctrine of Scripture, that this future punishment of the incorrigible shall be 
unlimited; another consideration of great importance in considering the doctrine of 
t. This is a monitory doctrine which a revelation only could unfold; but being 
made, it has no inconsiderable degree of rational evidence, It supposes, it is true, that no 
future trial shall be allowed to man, the present having been neglected and abused; and to 
this there is much analogy in the constant procedures of the Divine government in the present 
life. When many checks and admonitions from the instructions of the wise, and the exarn- 
ples of the froward, have been disregarded, poverty and sickness, infamy and death, ensue, in 
a thousand cases which the observation of every man will furnish; the trial of an indiyidual, 
which is to issue in his present happiness or misery, is terminated; and so far from its being 
renewed frequently, in the hope of his finally profiting by a bitter experience, advantages 
and opportunities, once thrown away, can never be recalled. There is nothing therefore 
contrary to the obvious principles of the Divine government as manifested in this life, in the 
doctrine which confines the space of man’s highest and most solemn probation within certain 
limits, and beyond them cutting off all his hope. But let this subject be considered by the 
light thrown upon it by the circumstance, that the nature of man is immortal. _ With those 
who deny this to be the prerogative of the thinking principle in man, it would be trifling to 
hold this argument; but with those who do not, the consideration of the subject under this 
view is important. 


The existence of man is never to cease, It follows then from this, that either the future 


trials to be allowed to those who in the present life have been incorrigible, are to be limited 
in number, or, should they successively fail, are to be repeated for ever. If the latter, there 
ean be no ultimate judgment, no punishment or reward; and consequently the Divine 
government as implying these, (and this we know it does, from what takes place in the 
present life,) must be annihilated. If this cannot be maintained, is there sufficient reason to 
conclude, that all to whom trial after trial is supposed to be afforded in new and vari 
sircumstances, in order to multiply the probabilities, so to speak, of their final bite 
rebellion, will be at length reclaimed? Before this can be answered, it must be recollected, 
that a state of suffering which would compel obedience, if we should suppose mere suffering 
sapable of producing this effect, or an exertion of influence upon the understanding and will 
which shall necessitate a definite choice, is neither of them to be assumed as entering into the 
circumstances of any new state of trial. Every such future trial, to be probationary at all, 
that is, in order to bring out the-existence of a new moral principle, and by voluntary acts to 
prove it, must substantially be like the present, though its circumstances may vary. Vice 
must have its allurements; virtue must rise from self denial, and be led into the arena to 
struggle with difficulty ; many present interests and pleasures must be seen in connection 
with vice; the rewards of obedience must, as now, be not only more refined than mere sense 
can be gratified with, but also distant: the mind must be capable of error in its moral estimate 
of things, through the influence of the senses and passions; and so circumstanced, that those 
erroneous views shall only be preyented or corrected by watchfulness, and a diligent applica- 


tion to meditation, prayer, and the use of those means of information on moral subjects which _ 


Almighty God may have put within their reach. We have no right in this argument to 
imagine to ourselves a future condition where the influence of every circumstan will be 
directed to render vice most difficult to commit, and virtue most difficult to avoid ; for this 
would not be a state of trial: and if in this present life, men have obstinately resisted all 
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admonitions from heaven ; obdurated themselves against all the affecting displays of the Divine 
kindness, and the deterring manifestations of the Divine majesty; it is most reasonable to 
conclude, that a part of them at least would’abuse successive trials, and frustrate their inten- 
tion, by attachment to present and sensual gratification, “What then is to become of them? 
If we admit a moral government of rational creatures at all, their probation cannot be eternal, 
for that leads to no result; if probation be appointed, it implies accountability, a judicial 
decision, and that, judicial decision, in the ease of the incorrigible, punishment. Whenever 
then the trial, or the series of trials; terminates as to these immortal beings, the subsequent 
punishment, of what kind soever it may be, must be eternal. . This doctrine of Scripture rests 
therefore upon others, of which the rational evidence is abundant and convincing ;—that 
Almighty God exercises a moral government over his creatures; that the present life 1s a 
state of moral discipline and trial; and that man is immortal. If these are allowed, the eternal 
duration of future punishments, as to the obstinately wicked, must follow; and its accordance 

with the.principles just mentioned, is its rational evidence. f i 
That atonement for the sins of men which was made by the death of Christ, is represented 
in the Christian system as the means by which mankind may be delivered from this awful 
catastrophe—from judicial inflictions, of the displeasure of a Governor, whose authority has 
been contemned, and whose will has been. resisted, which shall know no mitigation in their 
' degree, nor bound to their duration; and-if an end, supremely great and benevolent, can 
commend. any procedure tous, the Scriptural doctrine of atonement commends this kind of 
appeal to our attention. This end it professes to accomplish, by means which, with respect 


to the Supreme Governor himself, preserve his character from mistake, and the 
authority ofthis government; and with respect to man, give him the strongest pos aso 
for hope, and render more favourable the circumstances of his earthly probation. ‘These are 


considerations which so manifestly show, from its own internal constitution, the superlative 


importance and excellence of Christianity, that it would be exceedingly criminal to overlook. 


them. % S , ‘ wS 
How sin may be forgiven without leading to such misconceptions of the Divine character as 


would encourage disobedience, and thereby weaken the influence of the Divine government, » 


must be considered as a problem of very difficult solution. A government which admitted no 
forgiveness, would sink the guilty to despair ; a government which never punishes offence, is 
a contradiction—it cannot exist, Not to punish, is to dissolve authority ; to punish without 
mercy, is to destroy, and, where all are guilty, to make the destruction universal. That 
we cannot sin with impunity, is a matter determined. The Ruler of the world is not careless 
of the conduct of his creatures; for that penal consequences are attached to offence, is not a 
subject of argument, but is made evident from daily observation of the events and circum-, 
stances of the present life. It is a principle therefore already laid down, that the auth ayo 
God must be preserved; and it ought to be obseryed, that in that lind of administration. 
which restrains evil by penalty, and encourages obedience by favour and hope, we and all 
moral creatures are the interested parties, and not the Divine Governor himself, whom, because 
of his independent and efficient nature, our transgressions cannot injure. ‘The reasons there- 
fore which compel him to maintain his authority, do not terminate in himself. If he becomes 
a party against offenders, it is for our sake, and for the sake of the moral order of the universe, 
~ to which sin, if encouraged by a negligent administration, and by entire or frequent impunity . 
would be the source of endless disorder and misery: and if the granting of pardon to offence 
be strongly and even seyerely guarded, we are to refer it to the moral necessity of the case as 
arising out of the general welfare of accountable ergetares, liable-to the deep evil of sin, and 
not to any reluctance on the part of our Maker to forgive, much less to any thing vindictive 
in his nature,—charges which have been most inconsiderately and unfairly brought against 
the Christian doctrine of Christ’s vicarious sufferings, If it then be true, that. the relief of 
offending man from future punishment, and his restoration to the Divine favour, ought, for 
the interests of mankind themselves, and for the instruction and caution of other beings, 
to be so bestowed, that no license shall be given to offence; that God himself, while he 
manifests his compassion, should not appear less just, less holy, than the maintenance of an 
efficient and even awful authority demands; that his commands shall be felt to be as com- 
pelling, and that disobedience shall as truly, though not so unconditionally, subject us to the 
deserved penalty, as though no hope of forgiveness had been exhibited, we ask, on what 
scheme, save that which is developed in the New Testament, these necessary conditions are 
provided for? Necessary they are, unless we contend for a license and an impunity which 
shall annul the efficient control of the universe, a point which no reasonable man will contend 
- for; and if not, then he must allow an internal evidence of the truth of the doctrine of Scrip- 

ture, which makes the offer of pardon consequent only upon the securities we have before 


mentioned. If it be said, that sin may be pardoned in the exercise of the Divine prerogative, | 


the reply is, that if this prerogative were exercised toward. a part of mankind only, the 
passing by of the others would be with difficulty reconciled to the Divine character; and. 


“if the benefit were extended to all, government would be at an end. This scheme of bringing | 


men within the exercise of mercy, does not therefore meet the obvious difficulty of the ease ; 


nor 1s 1t improved by confining the act of grace only to repentant criminals. For in the imme- | 


diate view of danger, what offender, surrounded with the wreck of former enjoyments, feeling 
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the vanity of guilty pleasures, now past for'ever, and beholding the approach of the delayed, 
but threatened, penal visitation, but would repent? Were’ this principle to regulate human 
governments, ‘every criminal would escape, and judicial forms would become a subject for 
ridicule. Nor is it the principle which the Divine Being in his conduet to men in the present 
State acts upon, though in this world punishments are not ‘final and absolute. Repentance 
does, not restore health injured by intemperance, property wasted by profusion, or character 
once stained by dishonourable: practices. If repentance alone -can secure pardon, then all: 
must be pardoned, and government dissolved, as in the case of forgiveness by the exercise of 
mere prerogative ; if a selection be made, then different and discordant principles of govern- 
ment are introduced into the Divine administration, which is a derogatory-supposition. 

To avoid the force of these obvious difficulties, some have added reformation to repentance, 
and would restrain. forgiveness to those only, who to their penitence add: a course of future 
obedience to the divine law. In this opinion a concession of importance is made-in favour of 
the doctrine of atonement as stated in the Scriptures. For we ask, why an act of grace should 
be thus restricted? -Is not the only reason this, that every one sees, that to pardon offence 
either on mere prerogative, or on the condition of repentance, would annul every penalty, and 
aha encourage vice? The principle assumed then is, that vice ought not to be 
encouraged by an unguarded exercise of the Divine Mercy; that the authority of government 
ought to be upheld; that Almighty God ought not to appear indifferent to human’ actions, 
nor otherwise than as a God “ hating iniquity” and “loving righteousness.” Now precisely on 
these principles does the Christian doctrine of atonement rest. - It carries them higher; it 
teaches that other means have been adopted to secure the object ; but the ends.proposed are the 
same; and thus to the principle.on which that great doctrine rests, the objector can take no excep- 
tion—that point he has surrendered, and must confine himself to a comparison of the efficiency 
of the respective modes, by which the purposes of moral government may be answered in the 
exercise of mercy to the guilty, in.his own system, and in that of Christianity. We shall not, 
r to prove “the wisdom” as well as the grace of the doctrine of the Bible on this subject, 
S our opponent with the fact, important as it is, that in the light vouchsafed unto us into 


_ the rules of the government of God over men with reference to the present state merely, we 


see no reason to conclude any thing’with certainty as to the efficacy of reformation. - A change 
of conduct does not, any more than repentance, repair the mischiefs of former misconduct. 
Even the sobriety of the reformed man does not always restore health; and the industry and 
economy of the formerly negligent and wasteful, repair not the losses of extravagance. ‘Nor 
is it necessary: to dwell upon the consideration which this theory involves as to all the princi< 
ples of government established among men, which in flagrant cases never suspend punishment 
in anticipation of a change of conduct; but which in the infliction of penalty look steadily to 
e crime actually committed, and to the necessity of vindicating the violated majesty of the 
ws, The argument might indeed be left here ; but we go further and show, that the reform- 
ation anticipated is ideal, because it is impracticable. 

To make this clear, 1t must be recollected, that they who oppose this theory of human 
reconciliation to God, to that of the Scriptures, leave out of it, not only the vicarious sacrifice 
of Christ, but other important doctrines; and especially that agency of the Holy Spirit which 
awakens the thoughtless to consideration, and prompts and assists their efforts to attain a 
higher character, and to commence a new course of conduct. Man is therefore left, unassisted, 
and uninfluenced, to his own endeavours, and in the peculiar unalleviated circumstances of his 
actual moral state. What that state is, we have already seen. It has been argued that 
nothing can account for the practical corruption of mankind, but a moral taint in our hearts, a 
propensity of nature to evil and not to good; and that every other mode of accounting for the 
moral phenomena which the history of man and daily experience present, 1s inconclusive and 
contradictory, How then is this supposed reformation to commence? We do not. say, the 
exchange of one vice for another, that specious kind of reformation by which many are 
deceived, for the objector ought to have the credit of intending a reformation which implies 
love to-the purity of the Divine commands; cordial respect for the authority of our Maker ; 
and not partial, but universal obedience. But if the natural unchecked disposition of the mind 
is to eyil, and supernatural assistance be disallowed, “‘who can bring a clean thing out of an 
unclean ?” ‘To natural propension, we are also to add in this case, as reformation is the matter 
in question, the power of habit, proverbially difficult to break, though man is not in fact in the 
unassisted condition which the error now opposed supposes. The whole of this theory assumes 
human nature to be what it is not; and a delusive conclusion must, therefore, necessarily 
result, If man be totally corrupt, the only principles from which reformation can proceed, do 
not exist in his nature; and if we allow no more than that the propensity to evil in bim 1s 
stronger than the propensity to good, it is absurd to suppose, that in opposing propensities 
the weakest should resist the most powerful,—that the stream of the rivulet should force 1ts 
way against the tides of the ocean, The reformation, therefore, which is to atone for his vices, 
is impracticable. . ; : 

The question proposed abstractedly, How may mercy be extended to offending creatures, 
the subjects of the Divine government, without encouraging vice, by lowering the righteous and 
holy character of God, and the authority of his government, in the maintenance of which the 
whole universe of beings are interested? is therefore at once one of the most important and 


This meets it, by declaring “the righ 


offender awakened to a sense of his spiritual danger; but it must be very inattentively co: 
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he : : ‘ 

one of the most difficult which can employ the human mind. None of the theories which have 
been opposed to Christianity, afford a satisfactory solution of the problem. They assume 
principles either destructive to moral government, or which cannot, inthe cireumstances of 
man, be acted upon. The only answer is found in the Holy Soriptures.. They alone show, 
1d indeed they alone profess to show, how God may be just, and yet the justifier of the 
ungodly. Other schemes show how hemos merciful ; but the difficulty does not lie there. 
eousness of God,” at the same time that it proclaims his 

mercy. The voluntary sufferings of an incarnate Divine person, “for us,” in our room and 
stead, magnify the justice of God ; display his hatred to sin; proclaim “ the exceeding sinfulness” 


_of transgression, by the deep and painful sufferings of the substitute; warn the persevering 


offender of the terribleness as well as'the certainty: of his punishment ; and open the gates of 

alvation to every penitent. Itis a part of the same divine plan to engage the influence of 
he Holy Spirit, to awaken that penitence, and to lead the wandering soul-back to himself; to 
renew the fallen nature of man im righteousness, at the moment he is justified through faith, 
and to place him in circumstances in which he may henceforth ‘walk not after the flesh, but 
ee the Spirit.” All the ends of government are here answered. No license is given to offence ; 
the moral law is unrepealed; the day of judgment is still appointed; future and eternal 
punishments still display their awful sanctions; a new and singular display of the awful 
purity of the Divine character is afforded ; yet pardon is offered to all who seek it; and the 
whole world may be saved ! : 

‘With such evidence of suitableness to the.case of mankind ; under such lofty views of con- 
nection with the principles and ends of.moral government, does the doctrine of tHE ATonsE- 
MENT present itself, But other important considerations are not wanting, to mark the united 
wisdom and goodness of that method of extending mercy to the guilty, which Christianity 


¥ 


teaches us to have been, actually and exclusively adopted. It is rendered mdeed “worthy of _ 


all acceptation,” by the circumstance of its meeting the difficulties we have just dwelt upon. 
difficulties which could not otherwise have failed to make a gloomy impression upon e 


sidered, if it does not further commend itself to us, by not only removing the apprehensions 
we might feel as to the justice of the Divine Lawgiver, but as exalting him in our esteem as 


“the righteous Lord, who loveth righteousness,” who surrendered his beloved Son to, suffering | 


and death, that the influence of moral goodness might not be weakened in the hearts of his 


creatures—as a God of love, affording in this instance a view of the tenderness and benignity . 


of his nature infinitely more impressive and affecting than any abstract description could 
convey, or than any act of creating and providential power and grace could furnish, and 
therefore most suitable to subdue that enmity which had unnaturally grown up in the hearts 


of his creatures, and which, when corrupt, they so easily transfer from a law which restrains | 


their inclination to the Lawgiver himself, Ifit be important to us to know the extent and 
reality of our danger, by the death of Christ it is displayed, not in description, but in the most 
impressive action; if it be important that we should have assurance of the Divine placability 
toward us, it here received a demonstration incapable of greater certainty: if gratitude is the 
most powerful motive of future obedience, and one which renders command on the one part, 
and active service on the other, “not grievous but joyous,” the recollection of such obligations 
as the ‘love of Christ” has laid ys under, is a perpetual spring to this energetic affection, and 
will be the means ‘of raising it to higher and more delightful activity for ever. All that can 
most powerfully illustrate the united tenderness and awful majesty of God, and the odious- 
ness of sin; all that can win back the heart of man tg his Maker and Lord, and render future 
obedience a matter of affection and delight as well as duty; all that can extinguish the angry 
and malignant passions of man to man; all that can inspire a mutual benevolence, and dis- 
pose to a self-denyine charity for the benefit of others; all that can arouse by hope, or tran- 
gute by faith, is to be found in the vicarious death of Christ; and the principles and purposes 
or which it was endured, be ou : : 

“ Ancient history tells us of a certain king who made a law against adultery, in which it 
was enacted that the offender should be-punished by the loss of both eyes. The very. first 
offender was his own son. The case was most distressing; for the king was an affectionate 
father, as well as a just magistrate. After much deliberation and inward struggle, he finally’ 
commanded one of his own eyes to be pulled out and-one of his son’s. It is easier to conceive 
than to describe what must have been the feelings of the son in these most affecting cireum- 
stances. His offence would appear to him in a new light; it would appear to him, not simply 
as connected with painful consequences to himself, but as the cause of a father’s sufferings, 
and as an injury to a father’s love. If the king had passed over the law altogether, in his 
son’s favour, he would have exhibited no regard for justice, and he would have given a very 
inferior proof of affection. 

“Tf we suppose that the happiness of the young man’s life depended on the eradication of 
this criminal propensity, it is not easy to imagine how the king could more wisely or more 
effectually have promoted this benevolent object. The action was not simply a correct repre- 
sentation of the king’s character,—it also contained in itself an appeal most correctly adapted 
to the feelings of the criminal. It justified the king in the exercise of clemency ; it tranquil: 
lized the son’s mind, as being a pledge of the reality and sincerity of his father’s gracious 


& 


a ts -— ee? Ur, : rk 


: % Bes ay 
FiRrst.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. _ S113 
purposes toward him; and it identified the object of his esteem wit the: C “f, of his: ati- ih 


tude. Mere ‘gratitude, unattracted by an object of moral worth, could never ha: 
~an impression of moral worth on his character; which was his father’s ultim design oN 
might suppose the existence of this same character without its producing such an/actior 
might suppose a conflict of contending feelings tobe carried on in the mind without evid 
in the conduct flowing from it, the full vehemence of the conflict, or defining the adjusi 
of the contending feelings; but we cannot suppose any mode of conduct so admirably fitte 
to i the stamp of the father’s character on the mind of the‘son, or to associate the love 
of right and the abhorrence of wrong with the most powerful instincts of the heart. ‘The old — 
man not only wished to act in perfect consistency with his own views of duty, but also to _ 
produce a salutary effect on the mind of his son; and it is the full and efecmu i daion of these 
two objects, which forms the most beautiful and striking part of this remarkable history... 
“There is a singular resemblance between this moral exhibition, and the communication 
"which God has‘been pleased to make of himself in the Gospel. We cannot but love and 
admire the character of this excellent prince, although we ourselves have no direct interest in 
it; and shall we refuse our love and admiration to the King and Father of the human race, 
who, with a kindness and condescension unutterable, has, in calling his wandering children 
to return to duty and to happiness, presented to each of us a like aspect of tenderness and 
purity, and made use of an argument which makes the most direct and irresistible appeal to 
the most familiar, and at the same time-the most powerful principles in the heart of man? . # 
“A pardon without a sacrifice, could have made but a weak and obscure appeal to the 
understanding or the heart. It could not have demonstrated.the evil of sin; it could not 
demonstrated the graciousness of God ; and therefore it could not have led man eithe 


tion to the character of God, the fullest pardon must be perfectly useless, while this opposition 
x ins in the heart; and the substantial usefulness of the pardon will depend upon its being 
with such circumstances as: may have a natural and powerful tendency to remove 
‘ sition, and create a resemblance. The pardon of the Gospel is connected with such 
_ eireumstances; for the sacrifice-of Christ has associated sin with the blood of a benefactor, 
as well as with our own personal sufferings,—and obedience with the dying entreaty of a 
friend breathing out a tortured life for us, as well as with, our own unending glory in his 
blessed society. .This act, like that in the preceding illustration, justifies God as a lawgiver . 
in dispensing mercy to the guilty; it gives a pledge of the sincerity and reality of that 
mercy; and, by associating principle with mercy, it identifies the object of gratitude with 
the object of esteem, in the heart of the sinner.” (9) ; 
» Inseparably connected with the great doctrine of Atonement, and adapted to ihe new 
bg circumstances of trial in which the human race was placed in consequence of the lapse of our 
first parents, is the doctrine of the Influence of the Holy Spirit; and this, though supposed 

_ by many to be farthest removed from rational evidence, can neither be opposed by any satis- 
factory argument, nor is without an obvious reasonableness. 

The Scriptures represent man in the present.state as subject not only to various sensible 
excitements to transgression; and as influenced to resist temptation by the knowledge of the 
Law of God and its sanctions, by his own sense of right and duty, and by the examples of 
the evils of offence which surround him; but also as solicited to“obedience by the influence of 
the Holy Spirit, and to persevering rebellion by the seductions of evil spirits. 

This is the doctrine of revelation, and if the evidences of that revelation can be disproved, 
it: may be rejected; if not, it must be admitted, whether any argumentative proof can be 
offered -in its favour or not. That it is not unreasonable, may be first established. —~ 

That God, who made us, and who isa pute Spirit, cannot have immediate access to our P 
thoughts, our affections, and our will, it would certainly be much more unreasonable to deny- 
than to admit; and if the great.and universal Spirit possesses this power, every physical 
objection at least to the doctrine in question is removed, and finite unbodied spirits may have 
the same kind of access to the mind of man, though not in so perfect and intimate a degree. 
Before any natural impossibility can be urged against this intercourse of spirit with spirit, 
we must know what no philosoplier, however deep his researches into the causes of the 
phenomena of the mind, has ever professed to know—the laws of perception, memory, and 
association. We can suggest thoughts and reasons to each other, and thus mutually influence 
our wills and affections. We employ for this purpose the media of signs and words; hut to 
contend, that these are the only media through which thought can be conveyed to thought, 
or that spiritual beings cannot produce the same effects immediately, is to found an objection 
wholly upon our ignorance. All the reason which the case, considered in itself, affords, 1s 


* (9) “Remarks on the Internal Evidence of the ‘Truth of Revealed Religion; by THomas Essa 
Esq.”—This popular and interesting yolume contains many very striking, just, and eloquent remarks in 
illustration of the Internal Eyidence of several doctrines of the New Testament, and especially of that of the 
Atonement. It is to be regretted, however, that it sets out from a false principle, and builds so pect oe 
upon the sand. “The sense of moral obligation'is the standard to which reason instructs er to a ste oe 
‘system of natural religion,” and this is “the test by which he is to try all pretensions @ re igen: £ 1e 
‘principle of the book therefore is to show the excellence of Christianity from its em s Menage ser 
~ principles of Natural religion in intelligible and walpdile action—a gratuitous and unsa stantial foundation, 
% 5 , 
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ane a : 
‘certainly in favour of this opinion. We have aceess to each other’s minds; we can suggest 
‘thoughts, raise affections, influence the wills of others; and analogy therefore favours ‘the 
conelusion, that, though by: different and latent means, unbodied spirits have the same access 
‘to other, and to us. 22 a. wl re 
5 os i impossibility lies against this representation of the circumstances of our 
robation, no moral reason certainly can be urged against the principle itself, which makes 
“us liable to the contrary solicitations of other-beings. That God our Heavenly Father should 
be solicitous for our welfare, is surely to be admitted; and that there may be invisible bemgs 
‘who are anxious, from various motives, some 3 which may be conceived, and others are 
unknown, to entice us to evil, is made probable by this, that among men, every vicious 
character seeks a fellowship in his vices, and employs various arts of seduction, even when 
he has no interest in success, that he may not be left to sin alone. In point of fact, we see 
this principle of moral trial:in constant operation with respect to our fellow creatures. “Who 
is not counselled and warned and entreated by the good? Who is not iavited to offence by 
the wicked? What. are all the instructive, enlightening, ard influential institutions which 
good and benevolent men establish and conduct, but means by which others. may be drawn 
and influenced to what is right ? and what are all the establishments and devices. to multiply 
the gratifications and pleasures of mankind, but means employed by others to encourage 
religious trifling, and indifference to things devout and spiritual,. and often to seduce to vice 
in its grossest forms? ‘The principle is therefore in manifest operation, and he who would 
except to this doctrine of Scripture, must also except to the Divine government, as it is mani- 
fested in the facts of experience, and which clearly makes it a circumstance of our probation 
in this world, that our opinions, -affections, and wills should be subject to the influence of 
others, both for good and evil. > eS TM ares , 

By reference to this fact, we may also show the futility of the objection to the doctrine of . 
supernatural influence, which is drawn from the free agency of man. The Scriptures do nos 
teach that supernatural influence, either good or bad, destroys our freedom and accountability. - 
How then, it is asked, is the one to be reconciled with the other? ‘The answer is, that we 
are sure they are not incompatible, because, though we may be strongly influenced and 
solicited to good or evil conduct by_virtuous or vicious persons; though they may enforce 
their respective wishes by arguments, or persuasions, or hopes, or fears; though they may 
carefully lead us into cireumstances which may be most calculated to undermine or to eorro- 
porate virtuous resolutions; we are yet conscious that we are at liberty either to yield or to 
resist; and on this consciousness, equally common to all,.is founded that common judgment 
of the conduct of those, who, though. carefully well advised, or assiduously seduced, are 
always treated as free agents in public opinion, and praised or censured accordingly. The 
case 1s the same where the influence is’ supernatural, only the manner in which it is applied 
is different. In one it operates upon the springs which most powerfully move the will and 
affections from without, in the other it is more immediately from within ; but in neither case is - 
it to be supposed that any other beings can will or choose for us. The modus operandi in 
both cases may be inexplicable ; but while the power of influencing our choice may belong 
to others, the power of choosing is exclusively and necessarily our own. 5? 

Since therefore no reason physical or moral can be urged against the doctrine of Divine 
influence ; since the principle on which it is founded, as a circumstance in our trial on earth, 
is found to accord entirely with the actual arrangements of the Divine government in other 
cases, every thing is removed which might obstruct our view of the excellence: of this 
encouraging tenet of Divine Revelation. ‘The moral hglplessness of man has been universally 
felt, and universally acknowledged. ‘To see the good and to follow the evil, has been the 
complaint of all; and precisely to such a state is the doctrine of Divine Influence adapted. 
As the Atonement of Christ stoops to the judicial destitution of man, the promise of the Holy 
Spirit meets the case of his moral destitution. One finds him without any means of satisfying 
the claims of justice, so as to exempt him from punishment; the other, without the inclina- 
tion or the strength to avail himself even of proclaimed clemeney, and offered pardon, and 
becomes the means of awakening his judgment, and exciting, and assisting, and crowning. his 
efforts to obtain that boon, and its consequent blessings. The one relieves him from the 
penalty, the other from the disease of sin; the former restores to man the favour of God, the ' 
other renews him in his image. en 

Fo this eminent adaptation of the doctrine to the condition of man, we may add the affecting 
view which it unfolds of the Divine Character. That tenderness. and compassion of God to 
his offending creatures; that reluctance that they should perish; that divine and sympa- 
thizing anxiety, so to speak, to accomplish their salvation, which were displayed by “the 
cross of Christ,” are here in continued and active manifestation. A Divine Agent is’seen 
“seeking,” in order that he may save, “that which is lost ;? following the ‘lost sheep into the 
wilderness,” that he may “ bring it.home rejoicing ;” delighting to-testify of Christ, Ise 
the salvation he has procured ; to accompany with his influence his written revelation, 
that alone contains “words by which men may be saved ;” affording special assistance to 
ters, because they are the messengers of God proclaiming peace; and, in a word, knocl 
the door of human hearts; arousing the conscience; calling forth spiritual desires; op 
the eyes of the mind more clearly to discern the meaning and application of the rey 
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word; and mollifying the heart: to receive its effectual impression :—doing this too without 
respect of persons, and making it his special office and work to convince the mistaken; to 
awaken the indifferent; to comfort the penitent and humble; to plant and foster and bring 
to maturity in the hearts of the obedient every grace and virtue. ‘These are views of God 
which we could not have had but for this doctrme; and the obvious tendency of them is, to. 


fill the heart with gratitude for a condescension so wonderful and a solicitude so tender ; to 4 


impress us with a deep conviction of the value of renewed habits, sirice God himself stoops to 
‘work them in us; and to admonish us of the infinite importance of a personal experience of 


rs 


e 


the benefits of Christ’s death, since the means of our pardon and sanctification wapplied can 


-avail us nothing. 


, 


: (1) Liovp’s Hore Theologice. 
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joined with a completeness the most satisfactory, with an agreement the most incontro- 
vertible. ied . ee Pee 5 is, ; A : 

“This instance of uniformity without design, of agreement without contrivance; this 
consistency maintained through e long series of ages, without a possibility of the ordina 
methods for conducting such a: plan ; these unparalleled congruities, these unexampled coinci- 
dences, form altogether a species of evidence, of which there 1s no other instance in the history 
of all the other books in the world. © : * pres titer 2 eae 

« All these variously gifted writers here enumerated, concur in this grand peculiarity,—that 


- all have the same end in view, all are pointing to the same object; all, without any projected 


collusion, are advancing the same scheme; each brings in his several contingent without any 
apparent consideration how it may unite with the portions brought by other contributors, 
without any spirit of accommodation, without any visible intention to make-out a case, 


‘without indeed any. actual resemblance, more than that every separate portion beg derived 


from the same spring, each must. be governed by one cgmmon principle, and that prmeiple 
being Truth itself, must naturally and consentaneously produce assimilation, conformity, 
agreement. What caii we conclude from all this, but what is indeed the inevitable conclusion, 
—a conclusion which forces itself on the mind,.and compels the submission of the understand- 
ing ;—that all this, under differences of administration, is the work of one and the same great 
Omniscient and Eternal Spirit !? (2). ; nik aid tales 
The second branch of the Internal evidence of the Scriptures consists of their moral tendency, 


and here, as in doctrine, the believer may take the highest and most commanding ground. 


Tf, as to the truths revealed in them, the before “unknown God,” unknown even to the 
philosophers of Athens, has been “declared” unto us; if the true moral condition, dangers, 
and hopes of man have been revealed; if the “kindness. and good will of God our Saviour unto 
matviehaangenred ; if the true propitiation has been disclosed, and the gates of salvation 
opened ; if, through the promised influences of the Holy Spirit, the renewal of our natures in 
the image of God originally borne by man, the image of his holiness, is made possible to all 
who seek it ; if we have, in the consentaneous system of doctrine which we find in the Scrip- 
tures, every moral direction which can safely guide, every promise which can convey a blessing 
suitable to our condition, and every hope which can at once support under suffering, and 
animate us to go. through our course of trial ahd aspire to the high rewards of another life; 
the moral influence of such'a system is as powerful as its revelations of doctrine are lofty and 
important. Se 


One of the most flagrant instances of that malignity of heart with which some infidel 


writers have assailed the Scriptures, and which, more than any thing, shows.that it is not the 


want of evidence, but a hostility arising from a less creditable source, which leads them, in the. 


spirit of enmity and malice, wilfully to libel what they ought to adore,—is, that they have 
boldly asserted the Bible to have an immoral tendency. For this the-chief proof which they 
pretend to offer is, that it records the failings and the vices of some of the leading characters 
in the Old and New Testaments. , 

The fact is not denied: but they suppress what is. equally true, that these vices are never 
mentioned with approbation ; that the characters stained with them are not, in those respects, 
held up to our imitation; and that their frailties are recorded for admonition. -They dwell 
upon the crimes of David, and sneer at his being called “a man after God’s own heart :” but 
they suppress the fact, that he was so called long before the commission of those crimes; and 
that he was not at any time declared to be acceptable to God with reference to‘his private 
conduct as a man, but in respect of his public conduct gs a king. Nor do they state, that these 
crimes, are, in the same Scriptures, represented as being tremendously visited by the displea- 
sure of the Almighty both in the life of David,’ and in the future condition of his family. 
From such objectors the Bible can suffer nothing, because the injustice of their attacks implies 
a constrained homage to the foree of truth. Even this very objection furnishes so strong an 
argument in favour of, the sincerity-and honesty of the sacred writers, that it confirms their 
credibility in that which unbelievers deny, as well as in those relations which they are glad, 
for a hostile purpose to admit. . Had the Scriptures been written by cunning impostors, such 
acknowledgments ‘of crimes and frailties im their most distinguished characters, and in some 
of the writers themselves, wowld not have been made. e 

“The Evangelists all agree in this most unequivocal character of veracity, that of crimi- 
nating themselves. ‘They record their own errors and offences with the same simplicity. 
with which they relate the miracles and sufferings of their Lord. Indeed their, dulness, 
mistakes, and failings, are so intimately blended with his history by their continual demands 
‘upon his patience and forbearance, as tomake no inconsiderable or unimportant part of it. This 
fidelity is equally admirable both in the composition and in the preservation of the Old 
Testament, a book which every where testifies against those whose history it contains, and 
not seldom against the relaters themselves. The author of the Pentateuch proclaims, in the 
most pointed terms, the ingratitude of those chosen people toward God. He ‘pfophesies that 
they will go on filling up the measure of their offences, calls heaven ard earth to witness. 
against them that he had delivered his own soul, and declares that as they have worshipped | 


(2) Mrs, Mone’s Character of St. Paul. 
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gis which were no Gods, Gop will punish them by calling a people who were no people. 
Yet this book, so disgraceful to their national character, this register of their own offences, 
they would rather die than lose. ‘This,’ says the admirable Pascal, ‘is an instance of integrity 
which has no example in the world, no root in nature.? In the Pentateuch and the Gospels, 
therefore, these parallel, these unequalled instances of sincerity, are incontrovertible proofs of 
the truth of both.” (3) : . 
_It is but just to say that the malignant absurdity and wickedness of charging the Scriptures 
with an immoral tendency, have not been incurred by all who have even zealously endeavoured 
to undermine their divine authority. Many of them make important concessions on this point. 
‘They show in their own characters the effect of their unbelief, and probably the chief cause 
of it: Blount committed suicide, because he was prevented from an incestuous marriage ; 
‘Tyndal was notoriously infamous ; Hobbes changed his principles with his interests ; Morgan 
continued to profess Christianity while he wrote against it. ‘The moral-character of Voltaire © 
‘was mean and detestable; Bolinbroke was a rake and a flagitious politician. Collins and 
Shaftesbury qualified themselves for civil offices by receiving the sacrament, while they were 
endeavouring to prove the religion of which it is a solemn expression of belief, a mere impos- 
ture; Hume was revengeful, discustingly vain, and an advocate of adultery and self murder ; © 
Paine was the slave of low and degrading habits; and-Rousseau an abandoned sensualist, 
and guilty of the basest actions, which he scruples Not to state and palliate. Yet even some 
of these have admitted the superior purity of the morals of the Christian revelation. The 
eloquent eulogium of Rousseau on the Gospel-and its Author, is well known; it is a singular * 


passage, and shows, that it is the state of the heart, and not the judgment, which leads to the ’ 
rejection of the testimony of God. (4) —_- ; es “ 
Nor is it surprising that a truth so obvious should, even from adversaries, extort concession. 
Nowhere but in the Scriptures have we a perfect system of morals; and the deficiencies of 
Pagan morality only exalt the purity, the comprehensiveness,.the practicability of ours. The 
character of the Being acknowledged as Supreme must always impress itself upon moral © 
feeling and practice; the obligation of which rests upon his will. We have seen the views 
entertained by Pagans on this all-important point, and their effects. The God of the Bible is 
“holy? without spot; “just” without intermission or partiality; “ good,”—boundlessly bene- 
volent and beneficent; and his law is the image of himself, “holy, just, and good.” These 
‘great moral qualities are not as with them, so far as they were apprehended, merely abstract, 
therefore comparatively feeble in their influence. In the person of Christ, our God 
ate, they are seen exemplified in action, displaying themselves amidst human relations, 
[the actual circumstances of human life. With them, the authority of moral rules was 
_ either the opinion of the wise, or the tradition of the ancient, confirmed, it is true, in some 
“degree by observation and experience; but to us, they are given as commands immediately 
from the Supreme Governor, and ratified as His by the most solemn and explicit attestations. 
With them, many great moral principles, being. indistinctly apprehended, were matters of 
4 — ; 
(3) Mrs. More’s Character of St. Paul. 
8 “J will confess to you that the majesty of the Scriptures strikes me with admiration, as the purity of the 
Gospel has its influence on my heart. Peruse the works of our philosophers, with all their pomp of diction : 
how mean, how contemptible are they, compared with the Scriptures! Is it possible that a book at once so 
simple and sublime, should be merely the work of man? Is it possible that the sacred personage, whose 
history it contains, should be himself a mere man? Do we find that he assumed the tone of an enthusiast or 
ambitious sectary? What sweetness, whiat purity in his manners! What an affecting gracefulness in his 
delivery! What sublimity in his maxims! What profound wisdom in his discourses! What presence of 
mind in his replies! How great the command over his passions! Where is the man, where the philoso her, 
“who could so live’ and so die, without weakness and without ostentation? When Plato described his 
imaginary good man with all the shame of guilt, yet meriting the highest rewards of vir, he deseribed 


exactly the character of Jesus Christ: the resemblance was so striking that all the-Christian Fathers 


perceived it. 2 

“ What prepossession, what blindness must it be, to compare the son of Sophrostiicus [Socrates] to the son 
of Mary! What an infinite disproportion is there between them! Socrates dyiig without pain or ignominy, 
easily supported his character to the last: and if his death, however easy, had not crowned his life, it might 
have been doubted whether Socrates, with all his wisdom, was any thing more than a vain sophist. e 
invented, it is said, the theory of morals. Others, however, had before put them in practice ; he had only 
to say, therefore, what they had done, and to reduce their examples to precept —But where could Jesus 
learn among his competitors, that pure and sublime morality, of whieh he only has given us both precept and. 
example?—The death of Socrates, peaceably philosophizing with his friends, appears the most agreeable that 
could be wished for; that of Jesus, expiring in the midst of agonizing pains, abused, insulted, and accused 
by a whole nation, is the most horrible that could be feared. Socrates, in receiving the cup of poison, blessed 
the weeping executioner who administered it; but Jesus, in the midst of excruciating tortures, prayed. for 
his merciless tormentors. Yes! if the life and death of Socrates were those of a sage, the life and death of 
Jesus were those ofa God. Shall we suppose the evangelic history a mere fiction’? Indeed, my friend, it 
‘bears not the marks of fiction ; on the contrary, the history of Socrates, which nobody presumes to doubt, is 
- not so well attested as that of Jesus Christ. Such a supposition, infact, only shifts the difficulty, without 
tie obviating it; it is more inconceivable, that a number of persons should agree to write such a history, than 
_ that one only should furnish the subject of it. The Jewish authors were incapable of the diction and strangers 
to the morality contained in the Gospel, the marks of whose truth are so striking and inimitable, that the 

imyentor would be a more astonishing man than the hero,” 
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doubt and debate; to us, the explicit manner in which they are given excludes both: for it 
cannot be questioned, whether we are commanded to love our neighbour as ourselves ; to do 
to others as we would they should do to us, a precept which comprehends almost all relative 
morality in one plain principle; to forgive our enemies; to love all mankind; to live “‘right- 
eously” and “ soberly,” as well as “ godly ;” that magistrates must be a terror only to evil doers, 
and a praise to them that do well; that subjects are to render honour to whom honour, and 
tribute to whom tribute, is due; that masters are to be just and merciful, and servants foithfal | 
and obedient. These and many other familiar precepts are too explicit to be mistaken, and 
too authoritative to-be disputed; two of the most powerful means of rendering law effectual. 
Those who never enjoyed the benefit of revelation, never conceived justly and comprehen- 
sively of that moral state of the heart from which right and beneficent conduct alone can 
- flow, and therefore when they speak of the same virtues as those enjoined by Christianity, 
they are to be understood as -attaching to them a lower idea. In this the infinite superiorit 
of Christianity displays itself. ‘The principle of obedience is not only a sense of.duty to God, 
and the fear of his displeasure ; but a tender love, excited by his infinite compassions to us in 
the gift of his Son, which shrinks from offending. - To this influential motive as a reason of 
obedience; is added another, drawn from its end: one not less-influential, but which Heathen 
" moralists never knew,—the testimony that we please God, manifested in the acceptance of 
our prayers, and in spiritual and felicitous comniunion with him. By Christianity, impurity of 
thought and desire is restrained in an equal degree as their overt acts in the lips and conduct. 
Humanity, meekness, gentleness, placability, disinterestedness,.and charity, are all as clearly 
and solemnly enjoined as the grosser vices are prohibited; and on the unruly tongue itself is 
impressed “the law of kindness.” Nor are the injunctions feeble; they are strictly Law, and 
not mere advice and recommendations. ‘‘ Without holiness no man shall see the Lord ;” and 
thus our entrance into heaven, and our escape from perdition, are made to depend upon this 
preparation of mind. To all this is added possibility, nay certainty, of attainment, if we use 
“the appointed means. A Pagan could draw, though not with lines so perfect, a beau ideal of 
virtue, which he never thought attainable; but the “full assurance of hope” is given by the 
religion of Christ to all who are seeking the moral renovation of their nat because ‘‘it is 
God that worketh in us to will and to do of his good pleasure.” i$ 
hen such is the moral tendency of Christianity, how obvious is its beneficial tendency 
both as to the individual and to society! From every passion which wastes, and burns, and 
frets, anid enfeebles the spirit, the individual is set free, and his inward peace, renders his 
obedience cheerful and voluntary; and we might appeal to Infidels themselves, whether, if 
the moral principles of the Gospel were wrought into the hearts, and embodied in the conduct _ 
of all men, the world’ would not be happy ;—whether if governments ruled and subjects 
obeyed, by the laws of Christ ;—whether if the rules of strict justice which are enjoined upon ° 
us regulated all the transactions of men, and all that mercy to the distressed which we are _ 
taught to feel and to practise came into operation;—and whether, if the precepts which 
delineate and enforce the duties of husbands, wives, masters, servants, parents, children, fully 
and generally governed all these relations,. a better age than that called golden by the poets, 
would notrbe realized, and Virgil’s 


Jam redit et Virgo, redeunt Saturnia regna, 


he far too weak to. express the mighty change? “Such is the tendency of Christianity. On 
immense numbers of individuals it has superinduced these moral changes; all nations, where 
it has been mer and faithfully exhibited, bear amidst their remaining vices, the impress of its 
hallowing and benevolent influence : it is now in activ exertion, in many of the darkest and 
worst parts of the earth, to convey the same blessings; and he who would arrest its progress, 
were he able, would quench the only hope which remains to our world, and prove himself an 
enemy, not only to himself, but to all mankind. What then, we ask, does all this prove, but 
that the Scriptures are worthy of God, and propose the very ends which rendered a revelation. 
necessary? Of the whole system of practical religion which it contains we may say, ‘as of 
that which is embodied in our Lord’s Sermon on the Mount, in the words of one, who, ina 
course of sermons on that divine composition, has entered most deeply into its spirit, and 
presented a most instructive delineation of the character which it was intended to form: 

Behold Christianity in its native form, as delivered by its great Author, Sée a picture of 
God, as far as he is imitable hy man,.drawn by God’s own hand.—What beaut appears in 
the whole!. How just a symmetry! What exact proportion in every part! How desirable 
is the happiness here described! How venerable, how lovely is‘ the holiness!” (Sy Se? 
says Bishop Taylor, “wisdom, and mercy, and justice, and simplicity, and holiness, and 
purity, and meekness, and contentedness, and charity, be images of God, and rays of Divinity, 
then that, doctrine, in which all these shine so gloriously, and in which nothing else is ingre- 
dient, must needs be from God.—If the holy Jesus had come into the world with less splendour 
of power and mighty demonstrations, yet the excellency of what he taught makes him alone 
fit to be row Master OF THE WoRLD.” (6) * 


INTERNAL EVIDENCE of the truth of the Scriptures may also be collected from their style, 


(5) Westey’s Sermons. (6. Moral Demonstration of the Truth of the Christian Religion,” 
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It is various, and thus accords with the profession, that the whole is a collection of books by 
_ different individuals; each has his own peculiarity so strongly marked, and so equally. 
sustained throughout the book or books ascribed to him, as to be a forcible proof of genuiné- _ 
ness. ‘The style of Moses, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, the Evangelists, and St. Paul, 
are all strikingly different. The writers of the New Testament employ Hebréw idioms, 
words, and phrases, The Greek in which they wrote, is not classical Greek; but, as it is 
observed by Bishop Marsh, “is such a dialect as would be used by persons educated in a 
country where Chaldee or Syriac was spoken as the vernacular tongue; but who also acquired 
a knowledge of Greek by frequent intercourse with strangers.” This therefore affords an 
argument from internal evidence, that the books were written by the persons whose names 
they bear; and it has been shown by the same prelate, that as this particular style was 
j changed after the destruction of Jerusalem, the same compound language could not be written 
' in any other age than the first century, and prdof is obtained fron this source also in favour 
~of the antiquity of the Scriptures of the New Testament. An ar ument, to the same point 
of antiquity, is drawn by Micuaetts, from the accordancy of the Exvangeli¢ history and the 
Apostolical Epistles with the history and manners of the age to which they refer. “A 
Greek or Roman Christian,” he observes, “who lived in the second or third century, though 
as well versed in the writings of the ancients as Eustathius or Asconius, would still’ have 
been wanting in Jewish literature; and a Jewish convert in those ages, even the most 
learned Rabbi, would have been equally deficient in the knowledge of Greece and Rome. If 
then the New Testament, thus éxposed to detection, (had it been an imposture,) is found, 
after the severest researches, to harmonize with the history, the manners, and the opinions of. 
the first century, and since the more minutely we inquire, the more perfect we find the 
coincidence, we must conclude that it was beyond the reach of human abilities to effectuate 
so wonderful a deception.” f tee 
‘The manner of the sacred writers is alsoin proof, that they were conscious of the truth of 


what they relate. ‘The whole narrative is simple and natural. Even in the accounts given 
of the creation, the flood, the exodus from Egypt, and the events of the life and death of Christ, 
where designing men would have felt most inclined to endeavour to heighten the impression 


by glowing and elaborate description, the same chastened simplicity is preserved. “ ‘These 
sober recorders of events the most astonishing, are never carried away, by the circumstances 
they relate, into any pomp of diction, into any use of superlatives. ‘There is not, perhaps, in 
the whole Gospel a single interjection, not an exclamation, nor any artifice to call the reader’s 


attention to the marvels of which the relaters were the witnesses. Absorbed in their holy task, 


— idea presents itself to their mind: the object before them fills it. They never digress; 


? 


s never called away by the solicitations of vanity, or the suggestions of curiosity. No image 

: ae up to divert their attention. There is, indeed, in the Gospels much imagery, much 

Ilusion, much a ory, but they. proceed from their Lord, and are recorded as his. The 

writers never fill up the intervals between events. They leave circumstances to make their 

own impression, instead of helping out the reader by any reflections of their own. ‘They 

always feel the holy ‘ground on which they stand. ‘They preserve the gravity of history and 
the severity of truth, without enlarging the outline or swelling the expression.’” (7) : 

Another source of INTERRNAL EVIDENCE, arising from incidental coincidences, which, from 
“their latency and minuteness,” must be supposed to have their foundation in truth, is opened, 
and ably illustrated by Dr. Paley, in his “Hore Pauline,” a work which will well repay the 

exusal. es 

: Much of the CortaTErsL xviveNce of the truth of the Scriptures generally, and of Chris- 
tianity in particular, has been anticipated in the course of this discussion, and need not again 
be resumed. "The agreement of the final revelation of the will of God, by the ministry of 
Christ and his = ea with former authenticated revelations, has been pointed out; so that 
the whole constitutes one body of harmonious doctrines, gradually introduced, and at length 
fully unfolded and confirmed. ‘The suitableness of the Christian revelation to the state of the 
world, at the time of its communication, follows from the view we have given of the necessity, 
not only of a revelation generally, but.of such a revelation as the mercy of God has vouchsafed 
to the world through his Son. It has also been shown, that its historical facts accord with the 
eredible histories and traditions of the same time; that monuments remain to attest its truth, 
in the institutions of the Christian Church ; and that adversaries have made concessions in its 
favour. (8) Our further remarks on this subject, though many other interesting particulars 
might be embraced, must be confined to two particulars, but each of a very convincing character. 
The first is, The marvellous diffusion of Christianity in the three first centuries ; the second 
is, The actual beneficial effect produced, and which is still producing, by Christianity upon 
mankind. 

With respect to the first, the fact to be accounted for is, that the first preachers of the Gospel, 
though unsupported by human power, and uncommended by philosophic wisdom, and even 
in opposition to both, succeeded in effecting a revolution in the opinions and manners of a 

» (7) Mrs. More’s Character of St. Paul. ‘ 
. The collateral testimony to certain facts mentioned in Scripture, from coins, medals, and ancient 
marbles, may be seen well applied in HorNx’s Introduction to the Study of the Scriptures, vol. i, p. 238. 
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~ great portion of the civilized world, to which there is no parallel in the histor of mankind.-(9) 


a 


“Though aspersed by the slander of the malicious, and exposed to the sword of the powerful, 
am a short period of time they induced multitudes of various nations, who were “9 ally distin- 
guished by the peculiarity of their manners, and the diversity of their language, to forsake 
the religion of their ancestors. ‘The converts whom they made deserted ceremonies and 
institutions, which were defended by vigorous authority, sanctified by remote age, and asso- 
ciated with the most alluring gratification of the passions.” (1) ns the 
After their death the same doctrines were taught, and the same effects followed, though 
successive and grievous persecutions were waged against all who professed their faith im 
Christ, by successive emperors and inferior magistrates. ‘Tacitus, about A. D, 62, speaking 
of Christianity, says, “This pernicious superstition, though checked for a while, broke out 
again, and spread not only over Judea, but reached the city of Rome also. - At first they only 
were apprehended who confessed themselves to be of that sect; afterward a vast multitude 


_ ‘were discovered, and co aed punished.” Pliny, the governor of Pontus and Bithynia near 
e 


eighty years after the death of Christ, in his well-known letter to Trajan, observes, “The 
contagion of this superstition has not only invaded cities, but the smaller towns also, and the 
whole country.” He speaks too of the idol temples having been “ almost forsaken.” | To the 
same effect the Christian Fathers speak. About A.D. 140, Justin Martyr writes, “There is 
not a nation, Greek or Barbarian, or of any other name, even of those who wander in tribes, 
and live in tents, among whom prayers and thanksgivings are not offered to the Father and 
Creator of the universe in the name of the crucified Jesus.” In A.D. 190, Tertullian, in his 
Apology, appeals to the Roman governors—“ We were but of a and we have filled 
your cities and towns; the camp, the senate, and the forum.” In A. D. 220, Origen says, 


~ “By the good providence of God, the Christian religion has so flourished and increased, that 


it is now preached freely, and without molestation.” These representations, Gibbon contends, 
are exaggerations on both sides, produced by the fears of Pliny, and the zeal of the Christian 
Fathers. But even granting some degree of exaggeration arising not designedly from warm 
feelings, an unqwestionable occurrence proves the. futility of the exceptions taken to these 
statements by the elegant but fnfidel historian. The great fact is, that in the year A. D. 300, 
Christianity Became the established religion of the Roman empire, | sad ism 

and it follows from this event, that the religion which thus became triumpha 
leled trials and sufferings must have established itself, previously to its receiv 


The success of Christianity in the threé centuries preceding Constantine has justly been 
dhicas, proof of its 


(9) The success of Mohammed, though sometimes pushed forward as a parallel, is, in fact, both as to the 
means employed and the effect produced, a perfect contrast. The means were conquest and compulsion; the 
effect was to legalize and sanctify, so to speak, the natural-passions of men for plunder'and sensual gratifica- 
tion; and it surely argues either a very frail judgment, or a criminal disposition, to object, that a contrast so 
marked should ever have been exhibited as a correspondence. Men were persuaded, when + y were not 
forced, to jo the ranks of the Arabian impostor by the hope of plunder, and a present-and futare life of 
brutal gratification. Men were persuaded to join the Apostles by the evidence of truth, and by the hope of 
future spiritual blessings, but with the certainty of present disgrace and suffering,” gs 

Ketr’s Sermons at the Bampton Lecture. (2) Kerr’s Sermons. a 
__ £3) Attempts have been made to deny the existence of miraculous powers in the ages immediately succeed- 
ing that of the Apostles, but it ‘stands on the unanimous and successive testimony of the Fathers. Gibbon 
on this subject, has borrowed his objections from “'The Free Inquiry” of Dr, Middleton, whose belief in 
Sueeeaiy ae very PERIOD at aa avis xegiamed many able answers; but none more so than one by the 

John Wesley. It is a trium ». Mi it hi iged to gi i 
rousebs shifting ration p! wto truth to state, that Dr. Middleton feit himself obliged to give up his 


; 


a abe. 
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of the majority, durmg ‘the continuance of the reproach and persecutions which followed the 
Christian name; such the patience with which they suffered, and the fortitude with which 
they died; that the influence of God upon their hearts is as manifest in the new and hallowed 
character which distinguished them, and the meek, forgiving, and passive virtues which they 
exhibited, to the astonishment of the Heathen, as his’ power in the miracles by which their 
ela was first drawn to examine that truth which they afterward believed and held fast 
to death. Ake. me wae ; by 
The actual effect produced by this new religion upon society, and which it is still producing, 

is another point in the collateral evidence: for Christianity has not only an adaptation for 
improving the pees of society ; its excellence is not only-to be argued from its effects 
stated on hypothetical circumstances; but it has actually won its moral victories, and in all 
ages has exhibited its trophies. In every’Pagan country where it has prevailed, it has 
abolished idolatry with its sanguinary and polluted rites. It also effected this mighty revolu- 
tion, that the sanctions of religion howd no longer be in favour of the worst passions and — 
practices, but be directed against them. It has-raised the standard of morality, and by that 
means, even where its full effects have not been suffered to display themselves, has insensibly 
improved the manners of every Christian state: what Heathen nations are, in point of 
morals, is how well known; and the information on this subject which for several years past 
has been increasing, has put it out of the power of Infidels to urge the superior manners of 
either China or Hindostan.- It has abolished infanticide. and human sacrifices, so prevalent 
among ancient and modern Heathens; put an end to polygamy and divorce ; and, by the 
institution of marriage in an indissoluble bond, has given birth to. a felicity and sanctity in, 
the domestic circle which it never before knew. It has exalted the condition! and character” 
of woman, and by that means has humanized man; given refinement:and delicacy to society ; 
and created a new and important affection in the human breast—the love of woman founded on 
esteem; an affection generally unknown to Heathens the most refined. (4) It. abolished 
domestic slavery i ancient Europe; and from its principles the ‘struggle which is now main- 
tained with African slavery draws its energy, and promises a triumph as complete. It has 
given a milder character to war, and taught modern nations to treat their prisoners with 
humanity, and to restore them by exchange to their respective countries. It has laid{the 
basis of a jurisprudence more just and equal; given civil rights to subjects, and placed 
restraints on absolute power; and crowned its achievements ‘by its charity. » Hospitals, 
schools, and many other institutions for the aid of the aged andthe poor, are almost exclu- 
sively its own creations, and they abound most where its influence is most powerful. The 
same effects to this day are resulting from its influence in those Heathen countries into which 
the Gospel has been carried by missionaries sent out from this and other Christian states. In 
- some of them _—y has been renounced; infants, and widows, and aged.persons, who 

would have been immolated to their gods or abandoned by their roar i have been preserved, 
and are now “the living to praise its Divine Author, as they do at this day.’ In other instances 
the light is prevailing against the darkness; and those systems of dark and sanguinary 
superstition which have stood for ages only to pollute and oppress, without any symptom of 
decay, now betray the shocks they havé sustained by the preaching of the gospel of Christ, 
and nod to their final fall. (5) F P 


ve a Se CH AMTER KX. 
ie Misce.Lanrous Opsecrions ANSWERED. 


Tue system of revealed religion contained in the Old and New Testaments, being opposed 
to the natural corrupt inclinations, and often to the actual practice of men ; laying them under 
rules to which they are averse; threatening them with a result which they dread; holding 
‘out. to them no pleasures but such as they distaste, and no advantages but those which they 
would gladly exchange for a perpetual life of sinful indulgence on earth; will be regarded by 
many of the most reflecting among them as a system of restraint; and must therefore often 
excite either direct hostility, eee diepoeition to encourage and admit suggestions tending to 
weaken its authority. It may be added, that, as the Scriptures cannot be known without 
careful examination, which implies a serious habit not to be found in the majority, objections 
have been often raised by ingenious men in great ignorance of the volume itself against which 
they are mlect#a ; and being sometimes urged on the ground of some popular view of a fact 
or doctrine, they have been received as carelessly as they were uttered. Philosophers too 
have sometimes constructed hasty theories on various subjects, which have either contra= 
dicted or been thought to contradict some parts of the Scriptures; and the array of science, 
and the fascination of novelty, haye equally deceived and misled the theorist himself and his 


4) Among the Greeks, the education of women. was chiefly confined to cowrtezans. : 
5 For an ample illustration of the actual effects of Christianity upon Socicty, see Bishop PorTEUs’s 
Beneficial Effects of Christianity, and RYAN’s History of the Effects of Religion on Mankind, 
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disciples. Since the revival of letters, and in countries where freedom of discussion has been 
allowed, objectors have arisen, and numerous attempts have been made to shake the faith of 
mankind. That specious kind of Infidelity known by the name of “ Deism,” made its appear- 
ance in Italy and France about the middle of the sixteenth century, and m England early in 
the seventeenth. ‘Under this appellation, and that of “The Religion of Nature,” each adopted 
to deceive the unwary, the attack upon Christianity was at first cautious, and accompanied, 
with many professions of regard for its manifold excellencies. Lord Hereerr of Cherbury 
was the first who in this country advocated this.system. He lays down five primary articles 
of religion, as containing every thing necessary to be believed; and as he contends.they are: 
all discoverable by our natural faculties, they supersede, he informs us, the necessity of a 
revelation. They are—that there is’a Supreme God—that he is chiefly to be worshipped— 
that piety and virtue are the principal part of his worship—that repentance expiates offence 
—and that there is a state of future rewards and punishments. The history of Infidelity from 
this time is a striking comment upon the words of St. Paul, “ But evil men and seducers shall 
wax worse and worse, deceiving and being deceived ;” for, in the progress of this deadly error, all 
Lord Herbert’s five articles of Natural religion have been questioned or given up by those 
who followed him in ‘his fundamental principle, “that nothing can be-admitted which is not 
discoverable by our natural faculties.” - Hosses, who succeeded next in this warfare against 
the Bible, if he acknowledges that there is a God, represents him as corporeal, and our duty to 
him as a chimera, the civil magistrate being supreme, in all things both civil and sacred. 
Suarrespury insists that the doctrine of rewards and punishments is degrading to the under- 
standing ahd detrimental to moral virtue. Hume denies the relation between cause and effect, 
and thus attempts to overthrow the argument for the existence of God from the frame of the 
universe. By others the worship of God, which Lord Herbert advocates, has been rejected 
as unreasonable, because he needs not our praises, and is not to be turned from his purposes 
by owr prayers. As all law, of Divine authority, is on this system renounced, so “piety and 
virtue” must be understood to be what every man chooses to consider them, which amounts 
to their annihilation; and as for future reward and punishment, philosophy, since Lord 
Herbert’s days, has discovered that the soul of man is material; or rather, being a mere result 
‘of the organization of the body, that it dies with it. The great principle of the English proto- 
infidel, “the sufficiency of our natural faculties to form a religion for ourselves, and to decide 
upon the merits of revealed truth,” is, however, the principle of all; and this being once 
conceded, the instances just given are sufficiently in proof that the cable is shipped, and that 
every one is left to take his course wherever the winds and the currents may impel his 


unpiloted, uncharted, and uncompassed bark. 'This grand principle of error, between which and | 


absolute Atheism there are but a few steps, has been largely refuted in the foregoing pages, — 
and the claims of the Holy Scriptures to be considered as a revelation from God, establish di 
‘by arguments the force of which in all other cases is felt, and acknowledged, and acted 1 
even by unbelievers themselves. - If this has been done satisfactorily, the objecti 
remain are of little weight, were they even less capable of being repelled; and if no r 
can be found to some of the difficulties which may be urged, this circumstance is much more 
in accordance with the truth-of a revelation, than it would be with its falsehood. “We do not 
deny,” says an excellent writer on the. evidences of Christianity, (6) “that the scheme of 
revelation has its difficulties; for if the things of nature are often difficult to comprehend, it 
would be strange indeed if supernatural matters were so simple, and obvious, and suited to 
finite capacities, as never to startle and puzzle us at all. He who denies the Bible to have 
come from God because of these difficulties, may for exactly the same reason deny that the 
world was formed by him.” : i, 
The mere cavils of infidel writers may be hastily dismissed; the most plausible objections 
shall be considered more at large. As to the former, few of them could have been urged if 
those who have adduced them had consulted the works of commentators, and biblical critics, 
writings with which it is evident they have little acquaintance; and thus they have shown 
how ill-disposed they havé been to become fully acquainted with the subjects which they have 
subjected to their criticism. To this:may be added their ignorance of the idiom of the Hebrew, 


the language of the Old Testament; their inattention to the ancient manners and customs of r 


the countries where the sacred. writers lived, to occasional errors in the transcription of 
numerous copies which may be rectified. by collation, and to the’ different readings, which, to 
a candid criticism, would generally furnish the solution of the difficulty. - ‘ 

: ‘The Bible has been vehemently assaulted, because it represents God as giving command to 
the Israelites to exterminate the nations of Canaan; but a few remarks will be sufficient to 
prove how little weight there is in the charges which, on this account, have been made against. 
the author of the Pentateuch. The objection cannot be argued upon the mere ground, that it 
is contrary to the Divine justice or mercy to cut off a people indiscriminately, from the eldest 
to the youngest, since this is done in earthquakes, pestilences, &c. The cholera morbus, which 
has been for four years past wasting various parts of Asia, has probably destroyed half a 
million of persons of all ages. The character of the God of nature is not therefore contradicted 
by that ascribed to the God of the Bible. The whole objection resolves itself into this question : 


(6) Dr. OuinTHUS GREGORY. 
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‘Was it consistent with the character of God, to employ human agents in this work of destruction ? 
Who can prove that it was.not? - Noone; and yet here lies the whole stress of the objection. 
The Jews were not rendered more cruel by their being so commissioned; for we find them 
much more merciful in their institutions than other ancient nations ;—nor can this instance be 
pleaded in favour of exterminating wars, for there was in the case a special commission for a’ 
special purpose, and by that it was limited. Other considerations are also to be included. 
The sins of the Canaanites were of so gross a nature, that it was necessary to mark them with 
signal punishments for the benefit of'surrounding nations; the employing of the Israelites, as 
instruments under a special and publicly proclaimed commission, connected the-punishment 
more visibly with the offence, than if it had been inflicted by the array of warring elements, 
while the Israelites themselves would be more deeply impressed with the guilt of idolatry, 
and its ever accompanying polluted and sanguinary rites; and finally, the Canaanites had 
been long spared, and im the mean time both warned by partial judgments, and reproved by 
the remaining adherents of the patriarchal religion who resided among them. 

_ Thus the objection rests upon.no foundation. The déstruction-of infants, so often.dwelt 

upon, takes place in nature and providence ; the objection to the employment of human agents, 
arising from habits of inhumanity being thereby induced, assumes what is false in fact; for this 
effect upon the Jews was prevented by the circumstance of their knowing, that they acted as 
ministers of the Divine displeasure, and under his commission; and some important reasons 
may be discovered for executing the judgment by men, and especially this, that it might 
exhibit the evil of a sanguinary and obscene idolatry... East 
That law in Deuteronomy, which authorizés parents, the father and the mother, to bring 
“a stubborn and rebellious son,” who was also “a glutton and a drunkard,” before the elders 
of the city, that, if guilty, he might be stoned, has been called inhuman and brutal. In point’ 
of fact, it was, however, a merciful regulation. In almost-all ancient nations, parents had the 
power of taking away the lives of their children. ‘This was a branch of the old patriarchal 
authority which did not all at once merge into the kingly governments whieh were afterward 
established. There is reason therefore to believe that it was- possessed by the heads of 
families among the Israelites, and that this was the first attempt to control it, by obliging the 
crimes alleged against their children to be proved before regular magistrates, and thus prevent= 
ing the effects of unbridled passions. aes pepeee om 
The intentional offering of Isaac by Abraham has also had its share of censure. The answer 
is, 1, That Abraham, who was in the habit of sensible communication with God, could have 
~ no doubt of the Divine command, and of the right of God to take away the life he had given. 
_ 2. That he proceeded to execute the command of God, in faith, as the Apostle Paul has stated, 
tha God wo ld raise his son from the dead. The whole transaction was extraordinary, and 
refore be judged by common rules; and it could only be fairly objected to, if it had 
ed as to encourage human sacrifices. Here, however, are sufficient guards; an 
e Divine command was given; the sacrifice was prevented by the, same authority ; 
story stands in a book which represents human sacrifices as an abomination to God. 
: elicacy and immodesty have been charged upon some parts of the Scriptures. This 
objection has something in it which indicates malignity, rather than an honest and principled 
exception: for in no instance are any statements made in order to incite impurity ; and nothing, 
throughout the whole Scripture, is represented as more offensive to God, or as more certainly 
excluding persons from the kingdom of heaven, than the unlawful gratification of the senses. 
It is also to be noted, that many of the passages objected to are in the laws and prohibitions of 
both Testaments, and as well might the statute and common law of this country be the 
subject of reprehension, and be held up as tending to encourage vices of various kinds, because 
they must, with more or less of circumstantiality, describe them. We are further to take into 
account the simplicity of manners and language in early times. We observe, even among 
the peasantry of modern states, a language, on the subjects referred to, which 1s more direct, 
and what refined society would call gross; but greater real indelicacy does not necessarily 
follow. Countries and classes of people might be pointed out, where the language which 
expresses sensual indulgence has more of caution and of periphrasis, while the known facts 
show that their morals are exceedingly polluted. : asigih 

Several objections which have been raised against characters and transactions in the books 
of Judges, Samuel, and Kings, are dissipated by the single consideration, that where they are 
obviously immoral or unjustifiable they are never approved; and are merely stated as facts of 
history. The conduct of Ehud, of Samson, and of Jephthah, may be given as instances. 

The advice of David, when on his death bed, respecting Joab and Shimei, has been attributed 
to his private resentment. This is not the fact. He spoke in his character of king and 
magistrate, and gave his advice on public grounds, as committing the kingdom to his son. 

The conduct of David also toward the Ammonites, in putting them “under saws and harrows 
of iron,” has been the subject of severe animadversion. But the expression means no more 
than that he employed them in laborious works, as sawing, making iron harrows, hewing wood, 
and making bricks, the Hebrew prefix signifying to:as well as under. “ He put them to saws 
and harrows of iron (some render it iron mines,) and to axes of iron, and made them to puss 
through the brick kiln.” : ; 

With respect to the imprecations found in many parts of Scripture, and which have been 
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tiquities and customs of those countries which were the scenes of the transactions recorded, 
Fil always clear the main difficulties.” 


the benefit of the revelation; and that he who takes the revelation of facts, embraces. 


of cohesion, of electricity, of magnetism, of congelation, of thawing, of evaporation, are a 
admitted. The experimental and inductive philosophy of modern times, has made 
revelations of the relations and in some instances of the proximate causes of these phenomena ; 
but the real causes are all confessedly hidden. With respect to mechanics, says a writer who 
has devoted his life to philosophical studies, (8) “this science is conversant about force, matter, 
time, motion, space ; each of these has occasioned the most elaborate disquisitions, and the most 
violent disputes. Let it be asked, What is force? If the answerer be candid, his reply will 
be, ‘T cannot tell so as to satisfy every inquirer, or So as to enter into the essence of the thing.’ 
Again, What is matter? ‘I cannot tell’? What is motion? ‘I cannot tell;?” and so of the 
rest. “The fact of the communication of motion from one body to another, is as inexplicable 
as the communication of Divine influences. How, then, can the former be admitted with any 
face, while the latter is denied solely on the ground of its incomprehensibility ? ; 
“But perhaps I may be told, that although things which are incomprehensible oceurin our 
physical and mixed inquiries, they have no place in ‘ pure mathematics, where all is not only 
dernonstrable, but intelligible.” This, again, is an assertion which I cannot admit; and for 
the denial of which I shall beg leave to-produce my reasons, as this will, I apprehend, make 
still more in favour of my general argument. Now, here it is known, geometricians can 


demonstrate that there are curves which approach continually to some fixed right line, without. 


the possibility of ever meeting it. Such, for example, are hyperbolas, which .continually 
“approach toward their asymptotes, but cannot:possibly meet them, unless an assignable finite 
space can become equal to nothing. Such, again, are conchoids, which continually approach 
to their directrices, yet can never meet them, unless a certain point can be both beyond and 
in contact with a given line at the same moment. Mathematicians can also demonstrate that 
a space infinite in one sense, may, by its rotation, generate a solid of finite capacity; as is the 
case with the solid formed by the rotation of a logarithmic curve of infinite length upon its 
axis, or that formed by the rotation of an Apollonian hyperbola upon its asymptote. They 
can also show in numerous instances, that a variable space shall be continually augmenting, 
and yet never become equal to a certain finite quantity; and they frequently make ‘trans- 


(7) See also a copious collection of these supposed contradictions, with judicious explanations, in the 
Appendix to vol. i, of HorwE’s Introduction, &c. 


(8) Dr. Grecory’s Letters on the Christian Religion, 
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_ formations with great facility and neatness, by means of expressions to which no definite ideas. 
can be attached. Can we, for example,obtain any clear comprehension, or indeed any notion 
at all, of the value of a power whose exponent is an acknowledged imaginary quantity, as 
a2W—i1? Can we, in like manner, obtam any distinct idea of a series constituted of an 
infinite number of terms? - In each case.the answer, I am convinced, must be in the negative. 
Yet the science, in which these and numerous other incomprehensibles occur, is called Mathesis, ° 
THE DISCIPLINE, because of its Incomparable superiority to other studies in evidence and. 
certainty, and, therefore, its singular adaptation to discipline the mind. How does it happen, 
now, that when the mvestigation is bent toward objects.which cannot be comprehended, the 
mind arrives at that in which it acquiesces as certainty, and rests satisfied? Itis not, mani- 
festly, because we have a distinct perception of the nature of the objects of the inquiry; (for 
that is precluded by the supposition, and, indeed, by the preceding statement ;) but because 
we have such a distinct perception of the relation which those objects bear one toward another, 
and can assign positively, without danger of error, the exact relation, as to identity or diver- 
sity, of the quantities before us, at‘every step of the process.” : : OES 

odern astronomy has displayed the immense extent of the universe, and by analogical 
reasoning has made it probable, at least, that the planets of our and of other systems may be- 
inhabited by rational and moral beings like ourselves; and from these premises infidel philo- 
sophy has argued with apparent humility for the insignificance of the human race, and the 
improbability of supposing that a divine person should have been sent into this world for its 
instruction and salvation, when, in comparison with the solar system, it is but a point, and 

that system itself, in comparison of the universe, may be nothing more. * * 
Plausible as this may appear, nothing can have less weight, even if only the philosophy and 

not the theology of the case be taken into consideration.. The intention with which man is 

thus compared with the universe is, to prove his insignificance ; and the comparison must be 
made either between man and the vastness of planetary and stellar. matter, or between the 
number of mankind and the number of supposed planetary inhabitants. If the former, we may 
reply with Dr. Beattie, ‘Great extent is a thing’so striking to our imagination, that sometimes, 
in the moment of forgetfulness, we are apt to think nothing can be important but what is of 
vast corporeal magnitude. And yet, even to our apprehension, when we are willing to be 
rational, how much more sublime and more interesting an object is a mind like that of Newton, 
than the unwieldy force and brutal stupidity of such a monster.as the poets describe Polyphe- 

mus? Who, that had it in his power, would scruple to destroy a‘whale, in order to save a 

child? Nay, when compared with the happiness of orie immortal mind, the greatest imagi- 

nable accumulation of inanimate substance must appear an insignificant thing. ‘If we consider,’ 

‘says Bentley, ‘the dignity of an intelligent being, and put that in the scale against brute and 

nanin matter, we may affirm, without overvaluing human nature, that the soul of one 
nan is of greater worth and excellency, than the sun and his planets, and all the 
rs he world’ Jet us not then make bulk the standard of value; or judge of the 
importance of man from the weight of his body, or from the size or situation of the planet that 
is now his place of abode.” | 
To the same effect an ingenious and acute writer remarks upon a passage in Saussure, 

(Voyages dans les Alpes,) who speaks of men in the phrase of the modern philosophy, as “the 

little beings which crawl upon the surface of the earth,” and as shrinking into nothing both as 

to “space and time,” in comparison with the vast mountains, and “the great epochas of nature.” 

“Tf” says Mr. Granville Penn, (9) “there is any sense or virtue in this reflection, it must 

consist in duly estimating the relative importance of the two magnitudes and durations, and in 

concluding logically, the comparative insignificancy of the smaller. And it will then necessarily 
follow, that the insignificancy of the smaller would lessen, in the same proportion in which it 
might inerease in bulk. If the little beings therefore were to be magnifiéd m the proportions 
of 2, 3, 4, &c, their insignificancy, relatively to the great features of the globe, would neces- 
sarily diminish in the same ratio. The smaller the disproportion between the man and 
the mountain, the less would be the relative insignificance of the former; and although the 
imerease of magnitude in the smaller object be ever so inconsiderable, yet if it is positive and 
real, its dignity must be proportionately increased in the true nature of things: the bigger the — 
bemg that crawls upon the surface of this globe, the less abswrd would be the supposition that 
he is the final object of this terrestrial creation. The Irish giant, therefore, whose altitude — 
exceeded the measure of eight feet, would exceed in relative dignity, by the same proportion, 
Bacon and Newron, whose height did not attain to six feet. If this is nonsense, then must 
that also be nonsense from which it is the genuine conclusion: viz. that the material magnitudes 
of the little beings, or their duration upon the earth on which they ‘crmol,’ determines, in any 
manner, their importance, in the creation, relatively to the primordial mountains which arise 
above it, or to the extent of the regions which may be surveyed from their summits. For, if 
the same physically small beings possess another magnitude, which can be brought to another 
and a different scale of computation from that of physical or material magnitude; a scale 
| infinitely surpassing in importance the greatest measures of that magnitude ; then, there will 
| be nothing astonishing or irrational in the supposition, that the highest mountains, and the 


(9) “ Comparative Estimate of the Mineral and Mosaic Gieologies.”” 
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sbideat regions, and the entire system to which they 7 cm may be subservient to the ends 


of those beings, and to that other system to which they pertain; which latter will thus be 
found superior in import&nce to the former. Such a scale is that, by which the intelligent, 
moral, and immortal nature of man is to be measured, and which the sacred historian calls, a 
formation ‘after the image and likeness of Gop; a scale so little taken into the contemplation 
of the science of mere physics. As soon, however, as that moral scale of magnitude once 
supersedes the physical scale in the apprehension of the mind ; as soon as the mind perceives, 
that the duration of that intelligent moral nature infinitely exceeds the vastest ‘epocha of nature’ 
which the imagination of the mineral geology can represent to itself, and that, though the 
physical nature of man is limited to a very small measure of time, yet his moral nature is 
unlimited in time, and will-outlast all the mountains. of the globe; it then perceives, at the 
same moment, the counterfeit quality.of the reflection, which at first appeared so sublime and 
so humble, so profound and so devout. The sublimity and humility, betray themselves to be 
the disparagement and degradation of our nature; the profundity is found to be mere surface, 
and the devotion to be a retrocession from the light of revelation.” : 

If the comparison of man with mere material magnitude will not then support this effort to 
effect his degradation and to shame him out of his trust in the loving kindness of his God; if 
the comparison be made between things which have no relations in common, and is therefore 
absurd ; as little will it serve this unnatural attempt to prostrate man to an insect rank, and 
to inspire him with reptile feelings, to conclude his insignificance from the number of other 
beings. For it is plain that their number alters not his real character; he is still immortal 
though myriads beside him are immortal, and still he has his deep capacity of pleasure and of 
pain. Unless, therefore, it could be proved that the care of God for each must be diminished 
as the number of his creatures is increased; there is, as Mr. Penn has stated it, neither 
“sense nor virtue” in such reflections upon the littleness‘of man; and they imply, indeed, a base 


and an unworthy reflection upon the Supreme-Creator himself, as though he could not bestow 


upon all the beings he has made a care and a love adequate to their circumstances. What 
man is with respect to God, can only be collected from the Divine procedures toward hin ; 
and these are sufficient to excite the devout exclamations of the Psalmist, ‘“‘ What is man that 
THOU art MINDFUL of him? or the son of man, that THov visirEsr him?” ‘That he has not only 
been made by God, but that he is governed by his providence, none but Atheists will deny ; 
but any argument drawn from such premises as the above would conclude as-forcibly against 

rovidence, as it can be made to conclude against redemption. ‘‘Our Saviour,” says Dr. 

eattie, “as if to obviate objections of this nature, expresses most emphatically the superin- 
tending care of providence, when he teaches, that 1t is God who adorns the grass of the field, 
that. without him a sparrow falls not on the ground, and that even the hairs of our head ¢ 
numbered. Yet this is no exaggeration; but must, if God is omniscient and almighty 
literally true. By a stupendous exuberance of animal, vegetable, and mineral productio 


and heat, he supplies the means of life and comfort to the short-lived inhabitants of this globe. 
Can it then appear incredible ; nay, does not this consideration render it in the highest degree 
probable, that he has also prepared the means of eternal happiness for bemgs, whom he has 
formed for eternal duration, whom he has endowed with faculties so noble as those of the 
human soul, and for whose accommodation chiefly, during their present state of trial, he has 
provided all the magnificence of this sublunary world?” : 

‘There is however another consideration, which gives a sublime and overwhelming grandeur 
to the Scripture wew of the redemption of the race $f man, and of which, for the want of 
acquaintance with our sacred writings, infidel philosophers appear never to have entertained 
the least conception. It is the moral connection of this world with the whole universe of 
intelligent creatures; and the “intention” there was in the Divine mind to convéy to other 
beings, by the history and great results of his moral government over one branch of his 
universal family, a view of his own perfections ; of the duties and dangers of created and finite 
beings; of transgression and holiness, in their principles and in their effects; by a course of 
action so much more influential than abstract truth. Intimations of this great and impressive 


view are found in various passages of the New Testament, and it opens a scene of inconceiva- . 


ble moral magnificence—“ To the intent, that to the principalities and powers in heavenly places 
might be known by the church the manifold wisdom of God.” (1) 


(1) “Tn this our first period of existence, our eye cannot penetrate beyond the present scene, and the human 
Yace appears one great and separate community ; but with other worlds, and other communities, we probably 
may, and every argument, for the truth of our religion gives us reason to think that we shall, be connected 
hereafter,, And if by our behaviour we may, even while here, as our Lord positively affirms, heighten in 
some degree the felicity of angels, our salvation may hereafter be a matter of importance, not to us only, but 
to many other orders of immortal beings. They, it is true, will not suffer for our guilt, nor be rewarded for our 
obedience. But it is not absurd to imagine, that our fall and recovery may be useful to them as an example ; 
and that the Divine grace manifested in our redemption may raise their adoration and gratitude into higher 
raptures, and quicken their ardour to inquire, with ever new delight, into the dispensations of infinite wisdom. 
This is not mere conjecture. It derives plausibility from many analogies in nature; as well as from Holy 
Writ, which represents the mystery of our redemption as an object of curiosity to superior beings, and our 
repentance as an occasion of their joy.”—Dr. BEaTTiE’s Evidences of the Christian Religion, See also 
Dr, CHALMERS’s Discowrses on the Modern Astronomy. i 
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and by an apparatus still more stupendous (if that were possible) for the distribution of light — 
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Tt has been objected to the Mosaic chronology, that it fixes the era of creation only about 
4000 years earlier than the Christian era; and against this, evidence has been brought from - 
two sources—the chronology of certain ancient nations; and the structure of the earth. - 

The objections drawn from the former of these sources have of late rapidly weakened, and 
are in fact given up by many whose deference to the authority of Scripture is very slight, 
though but a few years ago nothing was more confidently urged be skeptical writers than the 
refutation: of Moses by the Chinese, Hindoo, and Kgyptian chronologies, founded, as it was 
then stated, on very ancient astronomical observations preserved to the present day. It is 
however now clearly proved, that the astronomical tables, from which it has been attempted 
to assign a prodigious antiquity to the Hindoos, have been calculated backward; (2) and 
among the Chinese the earliest astronomical observation that appears to rest upon good 
grounds, is now found to be one made not more than two thousand nine hundred’ years 
ago. (3) As for the conclusion drawn from the supposed zodiacs in the temples of Esneh 
and Dendara in Egypt, it is now strongly doubted whether the figures represented upon them 
are astronomical or mythological, that is, whether they are zodiacs at all. Their astronomical 
character is strongly denied by Dr. Richardson, a late traveller, who examined them with 
- great care; and who gives large reasons for his opinion. Even if the astronomical character 
of these assumed zodiacs be allowed, they are found to prove nothing. M. Biot, an eminent 
French mathematician, has recently fixed the date’of the oldest of them at only 716 years 
before Christ. : 

Against the excessive antiquity assigned to some ancient states, or claimed by them, the 
science of Geology has at length entered its protest; and though, as we shall presently see, 
it has originated chronological objections to the Mosaic date of the creation, on the origin of 
nations it has made‘a full concession to the history of the Scriptures. Cuvier observes—“ By 
a careful investigation of what has taken place on the surface of the globe since it has been 
laid. dry for the last time, and its continents have assumed their present form, at least in such 
parts as are somewhat elevated above the level of the ocean, it may be clearly seen that this 
revolution, and consequently the establishment of our existing societies, could not have been 
very ancient.” (4) D’Aubuisson remarks, “that the soils of all the plains were “deposited in 
the bosom of a tranquil water; that their actual order is only to be dated from the retreat of 
that water; and that the date of that period is not very ancient.” (5) ‘*Dolomieu, Saussure, 
De Luc, and the most distinguished naturalists of the age, have coincided in this conclusion, 
to which they have been led by the evidence of various monuments-and natural chronometers 
which the earth exhibits; and which remain perpetual vouchers for the veracity of the 
Mosaic chronology, with respect to the epocha of the revolution which the Mosaical history 


om the absence of all counter evidence in the records of ancient nations, as well as from 
§ philosophical conclusions, which are to be considered in the light of concessions made 

to the chronology of the Pentateuch, we may therefore conclude, that, as to the origin of 
nations and the period of the general deluge, the testimony of Scripture remains unshaken: 

Geology has, however, objected to the Mosaic date of the creation of the earth, which, it is 
said, affords a period too limited to account for various phenomena which modern researches 
have brought under consideration. ‘To the last general inundation of the earth, it is allowed, 
that no higher a date can be assigned than that which Moses ascribes to the flood of Noah; but 
several revolutions, each of which has changed the surface of the earth, are contended for, 
separated from each other by long intervals of time; and, above all, it is assumed, that the 
elements of the primitive earths were contained in an “original chaotic fluid,” and that, in 
obeying the laws of the affinity of composition, they coalesced and grouped themselves 
together in different manners, and settled themselves into order, according to certain laws of 
matter after an unassignable series of ages. ‘These are the views of Cuvier, D’Aubuisson, De 
Luc, and other eminent writers on this subject; and whatever they themselves might intend, 
they have been made use of by Infidels to discredit the authority of the sacred historian, It 
has been replied, that the Bible not being intended to teach philosophy, it is not fair to try 
it by a philosophical standard. This however cannot be maintained in the case before us, 
though the observation is pertinent in others, as when the sun is said to have stood still, 
popular language being adopted to render the Scriptures intelligible. If Moses professes by 
Divine inspiration to give an aecount of the manner in which the world was framed, he must 
describe the facts as they occurred ; and if he has assigned a date to its creation out of nothing, 
that date, if given by an infallible authority, cannot be contradicted by true philosophy. 
ax! CuviEr’s Theory of the Earth. (8) Ibid. (4) “Theory of the Earth.” (5) Traité de 

eognosle. E ie 

(6) PENN’s Comparative Estimate, §-c. Professor Jamieson, in his Mineralogical Illustrations of 
Cuvier’s Theory, observes, “The front of Salisbury Craigs near Edinburgh, affords a fine example of the 
natural chronometer, described in the text. - The acclivity is covered with loose masses that have fallen from 
the hillitself; and the quantity of debris is in proportion to the time which has elapsed since the waters of 
the ocean formerly covered the neighbouring country. If a vast period of time had elapsed since the surface 
of the earth had assumed its present aspect, it is evident, that long ere now the whole of this hill would have 
been enveloped in its own debris. We have here then a proof of the comparatively short period since tae 
waters left the surface of the globe,—a period not exceeding a few thousand years.” 
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To allow time sufficient for the gradual processes of “ precipitation stalization,” by 


. which the first formations of the solid earth are said to have been effected, others have con- 


ceded to the geologists of this class, that an antiquity of the earth much. higher than that 


-which appears on the face of the Mosaic account may be allowed without contradicting it, 


and be even deduced from it.. They therefore interpret the “days” mentioned im the first 
chapter of Genesis as successive periods of ages, and the evening and morning of th se days 
are made the beginnings and ends of those imagined periods. (7) ‘This interpretation is, how- 
ever, too forced to be admitted in the case of so simple a narrative as that of Moses; and 
there would be as good a reason for thus extending the duration of the term “day” whenever 
it occurs in his writings to-an indefinite period, to the destruction of all chronological accuracy 
and of allisobriety of writing. No true friend of revelation will wish to. see Moses defended 
against the assaults of philosophy in a manner, which, by obliging us to find a meaning in his 
writings far remote from the view of general readers, would render them inapplicable to the 
purpose of ordinary instruction. Besides, if we are to understand the first day to have been 
of indefinite length, a hundred,-or a thousand, or a million of years, for instance, why not the 
seventh, the Sabbath also? _This opinion cannot therefore be consistently maintained, and we 
must conclude with Rosenmuller, ‘ Dies intelligendi sunt naturales, quorum unusquisque ab 
una vespera incipiens, alter& terminatur.; quo modo Judei, et multi alii antiquissimi populi, 


dies numerarunt—that we are to understand ‘natural days; ea ‘which commencing from 
s, and many others of the 


one evening is terminated by the next; in which manner the. 
mostancient nations, reckoned days.” Heat 


oat 


as having been performed in somany days? Or, finally, does he ever make us to understand 
that the genealogies of man-went any further than to fix the antiquity of the species, and, of 
consequence, that they left the antiquity of the-globe a free subject for the speculations of 
philosophers?. We do not pledge ourselves for the truth of one or all of these suppositions, 
nor is it necessary we should. It is enough that any of them is ‘nba 


itely more rational, than 
the rejection of Christianity in the face of its historical evidence.” (8) “As to the period when 
this mass was made, Moses only says that it was ‘in the beginning,—a period this which 
might have been a million of years before its arrangement.” (9) 

‘To all these suppositions, though not nsupported by the authority of some great critics, 
there are considerable objections; and if the difficulty of reconciling geological phenomena 
with the Mosaic chronology were greater than it appears, none of them ought hastily to be 
admitted. That creation, in the first verse of Genesis, signifies production out of nothing, 
and not out of pre-existent matter, though the orginal word may be used in both senses, is 
made a matter of faith by the Apostle Paul, who tellsaus, “that the things which are seen, were 
not made of things which do appear ;” pn sk patvopevor ra Bexopeva yeyovevac ; Which is sufficient 
to settle that point. By the same important passage it is also determined, that “the worlds 
were produced in their form, as well*as substance, instantly out of nothing; or it would not be 
true, that they were not made of things which do appear.” ‘The Apostle states, that these 
things were not made out of a pre-existent matter; for, if they were, that matter, however 
extended or modified, must appear in that thing into which it is compounded and modified ; 
therefore it could not be said, that the things which are seen, are not made of things that 


appear: and he shows us also, by these words, that the present mundane fabric was not formed _ 


or re-formed from one anterior, as some suppose.” (1) No interval of time is allowed in the 
account of the creation by Moses, between the creating and the framing of the worlds, (that 
is, the heavens and the earth simply,) so created and framed at once by the word of God. The 
natural sense too of the phrase “in the beginning,” is also thus preserved. 'Thrown back, so 
to speak, nto eternity without reference to time it has no meaning, or at best a very obscure 
one; but connected with time, the commencement of our mundane chronology, it las a definite 
and obvious sense. Moses begins his reckoning from the first creative act ;—from the creation 
of the “heavens and the earth,” which was therefore a part of the work of the first natural day. 


(7) “Most readers have presumed, that every night and day mentioned in the first chapter of Genesis must 
be strictly confined to.the term of twenty-four hours, though there can be no doubt but that Moses never 
intended any such thing; for how could Moses intend to limit the duration of the day to its present length, 
before, according to his own showing, the sum had begun to divide the day from the night ?”~MANTELL’s 
Geology of Sussex. (8) CHALMERS’s Evidences of the Christian Revelation. is 

(9) Mantexi’s Geology of Sussex, (1) Dr. A, Clarke in loc. 
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the antiquity of the human ‘race geology has been 
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with which | 
is not yet 
; ut with its 
| tially examined. It'is therefore too early to 
theorize with So much confidence ; and the eager manner in which its hasty speculations have 
been taken up against the Mosaic account, can only remind thinking men of the equally eager 
manner in which the chronologies of China and Hindostan, and the supposed zodiacs of Egyp- 
tian temples were once caught-at, for the same reason, and we may justly-fear from the same 
motives. It will, indeed, be time enough to enter into a formal defence. of Moses, when 
geologists agree. among themselves on leading principles._Cuvier gives rather.an amusing _ 
account of the odd and contradictory speculations of his scientific brethren ; (3) all of which he 
of course condemns, and fancies himself, as they all fancied themselves before him, a successful 
theorist. -'The yehemence with which the two great rival geological sects, the Neptunian and 
Plutonian, haye disputed, to a degree almost unprecedented in the modern age of philosophy, 
adds but little authority to the decisions of either, inasmuch as the contest is grounded upon 
an assumed knowledge of. facts, and therefore shows that the facts themselves are but indis- 
tinctly apprehended in their relations to each other, and that the collection of phéaomena on 
both sides still need to be arranged and systematized, under the guidance of some calm, and 
modest, Pairaster mind. (4) ° rat Prat F i 
In all these speculations it is observable, that it is assumed at once that philosophy and the 
Mosaic account are incompatible, and generally without any pains having been taken to d 


understand that account itself. Yet as that, account professes to be from one who was both 
the author and the witness of the phenomena in question, it might have been supposed'that the 
aid of testimony | have been gladly brought to induction. An able work has been recently 


published on this t by Mr. Granville Penn, who has at once reproved the bold philosophy 
which excludes the operation of God, and employs itself only among second causes; and has 
unfolded the Mosaic account of two great revolutions of the earth, one of which took place when 


“the waters were gathered into one place,” and the other at the deluge, “when the fountains 

of the great deep were broken up,” (5). and has.applied them to account for those. phenomena 

which have been made to require, a theory not to be reconciled with the sacred historian. (6), 
Pe ; . - 

(2) This view is totally inconsistent with the favourite notion of certain modern geologists of a primitive 
chaotic ocean, containing, like that of the Heathen poets, the elements of all things; a notion which those 
who wish ‘to reconcile the account of Genesis with the modern Geology have been willing to concede to them, 
on the ground that Moses has said that the earth was “without form and void.” But they have not-consi- 
dered, that it was-“ the earth,” not a liquid mass, which is thus characterized ; circnmfused with water, it 1s 
true, but not mingled with it. The LXX render the phrase 21 NN tohw vabohu aaparos; kat akatackevasos, 
invisible and unfurnished,—invisible both because of the darkness, and the water which covered it, and 
unfurnished because destitute as yet of vegetables and animals. “It is wonderful,” says Rosenmuller, “how 
so many interpreters could imagine that a chaos was described in the words 3) WN lohw-vabohu. — This 
notion unquestionably took its origin from the fictions of the Greek and Latin poets, which were transferred, 
by those interpreters, to Moses.” “Those fictions. ground themselves, we may add, upon traditions received 
from the earliest times; but the additions of poetic fancy are not to-be applied to interpret the Scriptures. 

3) Theory, by JamiESON, page 41-474 
4) Mons. L. A. NEcKER DE Savussung, (Voyage en Ecosse,) speaking of the disputes between the Wer- 
nerians and Huttonians, says, “the former availed themselves of the ascendancy which a more minute study 
of minerals afforded, to depreciate the observations of their adversaries. They denied the existence of facts 
which the latter had discovered, or they tried to sink their importance. Hence it happened that phenomena, 
important to the natural history of the earth, have never been made known and appreciated as they ought to 
have been, by geologists most capable of estimating their consequences.” f 
5) See note A at the end of the-chapter. : ) 
6) A scientific journal of great reputation, edited at the Royal Institution, has made an honourable dis. 
elaimer of those theories which contradict the Scriptures; and speaks in commendation of the work of Mr; 
Penn: “We are not inclined, even if we had time, to enter into the comparative merits of the fire and. water 
fancies, miscalled theories; but we have certain old-fashioned prejudices, which, in these enlightenta some 
of skeptitism and infidelity, will io doubt be set down as mightily ridiculous, but which, nevertheless, 
induce us to pause before we acquiesce either in the one or the other. 'There-is another mode of os 
for the present, state of the earth’s structure, on principles at least as rational, in a philosophical i pane 
either “the Platonian or Neptunian; and masmuch as it is more consistent with, and founded on, Sacred 
History, incomparably superior. See Mr, GRanvitLb Penn’s Cor 
and Mosaical Geologies.” - 
. 1 
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It is more difficult to explain that part of the Mosaic velditén whieh: represents light 


as 
as 
created on the first. day, andthe sun not until the fourth; it would be wearisome to give the 
various solutions which have been offered. One of the most recent, that-which supposes the 
” creation of latent heat and light to be ree of, amet certainly be maintained; for the light 
which on the first day obeyed the sublime fiat, was not latent but in.a state of excitement, — 
and collected itself into a body sufficient to produce the distinction between day and night, — 
which, had it been either in a latent state, or every where diffused in an excited form, could | 
a not +have been effected. "The difficulty, however, so far from discrediting the Mosaic account, _ 
a affords it a striking confirmation. Had it been compiled under popular notions, it never could — 
: have entered the mind‘of man, drawi his philosophy from the‘ optical appearaz of 
_ nature only, that light, sufficient to: for e distinction between day and night, should have 
been créated independent of the sun’; and the conclusion therefore is, that the account was - 
received either from inspiration, or from a tradition pure from its-origimal fountain,.and which 
had flowed on to the time of Moses, unmixed with popular corruptions. * ~ ee oe 
“Sir William Herschel,” says Mr. Granville Penn, “has discovered, that- the body of the - 
sun is an opaque: substance; and that the splendid matter which dispenses to the world light 
and heat, is a luminous atmosphere (7) attached to its surface, figuratively, though not physi- 
cally, as flame is attached 'to the wick of alamp or atorch. -So that the creation of the sun, as 
apart of ‘ the host of heaven,’ does not necessarily imply the creation of light; and, conversely, 
the creation of light does not necessarily imply the creation of the body of the sun, In the first 
creation. of ‘the heaven and.the earth, therefore, not the planetary orbs only, but the solar orb 
- itself, was created im darkness ; awaiting the light, which, by one simple Divine operation, was 
to be-communicated at once to all. When then the Almighty Word, in commanding light, 
commanded the first illiemination of the solar atmosphere, its new light was immediately caught, - 
and reflected throughout space, by all the members of the planetary system. And well may _ 
we imagine, that, in that first, sudden, and magnificent allumination of the universe, ‘ The 
morning stars sang together, and the sons of God shouted for joy2” (8) : 
“But if the discovery of Herschel be, real, the passage just quoted supposes the solar orb to 
have been invested with its luminous afmosphere on'the first day, and the difficulty in question 
still remains untouched, though it admirably tie how “the heavens,” that is, our ‘solar 


ee 


system, should be created by one act, and yet that it should require a second fiat to invest 
them with light. Another way of meeting the difficulty is, that the. lights which are said to 
have been made on the fourth day, were not on that day actually created, but determined to 
certain uses. Thus Rosenniuller: “If any one who is ¢ \versant with the genius of the 
Hebrew, and free from any previous bids of his judgment, read the words of this article 
in their natural connection, he will immediately perceive that they import the direction or 
& determination of the heavenly bodies to certain uses which they were to supply to the earth. The 
words naNn Mm), are not to be separated from the rest, or to be rendered fiant luminariu,—let there 
be lights: that is, let lights be-made ; but rather, let lights be, that is, serve in the expanse of heaven 
—inserviant. in expanso calorum—for distinguishing between day and night; and let them be, or 
serve, for signs, &c. For we are to observe, that the verb ayn to be, im construction with the 
prefix 5, for, is generally employed to express the direction or determination of a thing to an end; 
and not the production of the thing : .e.¢. Num. x, 31; Zech. viii, 19, and in many other places.” 
To this there is an obvious objection, that it does not assign any work, properly speaking, to 
the fourth day ; and how, when neither being was oh that day given to them, nor any change 
‘, effected in their qualities or relations, the lights could be determined to certain uses except by 
; giving information.of their uses to men, carmot be conceived ; and as yet man was not created. 
Mr. Penn indeed supposes that the heavenly bodies had been hid from the earth till the fourth 
day by vapours; that then they were for the first time dispelled; and, as he eloquenth r SAYS, 
5 Sige. “the amazing. Calendar of the Heavens, ordained to serve for the notation of time in ateittaents 
“Be concerns, civil and religious, so long as time and man should continue, was therefore to be now 
“first unfolded to the earth, with all the visible indices of time by which its measures were = 
after to be marked, distinguished, and computed; and the splendid cause, which had hitherto 
issuéd its effect of light through an interposed medium, was to dispense that light to the earth 
immediately, in the full manifestation of its effulgerice.” . - =< aS . 
The notion, that the earth was from the first to the fourth day eloped with vapour, so - 
that, as in a fog, the-distinetion of day and night was manifest, though the celestial orbs were 
Agee? ‘ et 3 
bby (7) Phil. Trans. for 1795, p. 46; and for 1801, p. 265. (8) Job Xxxviii, 7. 
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$ not appear quite philosophical : and though the 
cies a work to the fourth day, it scarcely 
icient : rd with the language of the-history. It would be 
e-with others, that on the fourth day the annual motion “of the earth =eom- 
till then merely turned upon ‘its axis, and with it the annual motion of the 
planets in their orbits,that wonderfully igs phe regular flight of the heavenly 
Z displays the power of the Great Artificer in communicating, and 
constantly feeding, shty irapulse, and which is so essential to the measurement of time, 
that without it hts” could not be, or serve “for signs and for seasons,” and “for” — 
solemn “days? religious festivals, and the commemoration of important events, and “for 
years.” A sublime work is thus assigned to the: fourth day, and the difficulty seems mainl 
io be removed: but whether some violence is mot done to the letter of the account, may sti 
be doubted; aie reney Baga proves, as we have seen, if admitted in“its full force, 
r- the Mosaic relation than against it, better be retained than one iota of the strict 


ical and contextual meaning of Scripture be suffered to. away. 


eral objections have been made at different times to the Mosaic account of the deluge. 
‘The fact however isnot only preserved in the traditions of all nations, as we have-already 
een; but after all the philosophical arguments which were formerly urgéd against it, philo- 
 sophy has at length acknow that the present surface of the earth must have been 
aerged under water. “ Not only,” says Kirwan, “ in every region of Europe, but.also of — 
both the old and new continents, immense quantities of maring: shells, either dispersed or 
ea, have been discovered” _ This and seyeral other facts seem to prove, that at least a 
great part of ye vie earth was, before the last general eonvulsion to which it has been 
jected, the bed of an ocean which, at-that time, was withdrawn from it. Other facts seem 
also to prove with sufficient evidence, that this'was not a gradual retirement of the waters - 
which. once covered. the parts now inhabited by men; but a violent one, such as may be 
yo8ed from the brief but hatic relation of Moaen The violent action of water has left 
its tracés in various undisputed phenomena.  Stratified-mountains of various heights exist 
in different parts of Europe, and of both continents, in and between whose: strata various 
sabstances of marine, and some vegetables of terrestrid) origin repose either in their natural 
state, jis Galan (9) “To overspread the plains of the arctic circle with the shells of Indian 
SEAS, with the bodies of elephants and rhinoceri, surrounded by masses of submarine 
vegetation; to accumulate on @ single spot, as at La Bolca, in promiscuous. confusion, the 
marine ‘productions of the four quarters of the globe; what conceivable instrument would be 
eficacious but the rush of mighty waters?” (1t} These facts, about which there is no dispute, 
and which are acknowledged t advocates of each of the prevailing geological theories, 
give a sufficient attestation to the deluge. of Noah, in which “ the fountains of the great deep 
were broken up,” and from which precisely such phenomena might be expected to follow. To 
this say be added, though less decisive in proof, yet certainly strong as apenas ie evidence, 
that the very aspect of the earth’s surface exhibits interesting marks both of the violent action, 
and the rapid subsidence of waters; as well as affords a most interesting instance of the Divine 
goodness in converting what was ruin itsclf, into utility and beavty. The great frame work of 
the varied surface of the habitable earth was probably laid by a more powerful agency than 
that of water; either when on the third day the waters under the heavens were gathered into 
one piece: and the crust of the primitive earth was broken down to receive them, so that “the 
dry might appear ;” ox by those mighty convulsions which appear to have accompanied 
the general deluge; but the rounding, so to speak, of what was rugged, where the substance 
was yidlding, and the graceful undulations of hill,and dale which so frequently present them- 
selves, were probably effected by the gio | waters. The flood has passed away; but the 
soils which it deposited remain ; and the valleys through which its last streams were drawn 
off.to the ocean, with raany an eddy and sinuous course, still exist, exhibiting visible proofs of 
its agency, and impressed with forms so adapted to the benefit of man, and often so gratifying 
to the finest taste, that when the flood “turned,” it may be said to have “ left a blessing behind it.” 
Thus the objections once made to the fact of a gerteral ge have been greatly weakened 
Fe the progress of philosophical knowledge; and may indeed be regarded as nearly given up, 
ike the former notion.of the high antiquity of the race of men, founded on the Chinese and 
Egyptian chronologies and pretended histories, Philosophy has even at last found out that 
there is sufficient water in the ocean, if ealled forth, to overflow the highest mountains to the 
height given by Moses, @ conclusion which it once stoutly denied. Keill formerly computed 
that twenty-cight oceans would be necessary for that et but we are now informed 
“that a further progress in mathematical and physical knowledge has shown the different seas 
and o to contain at least forty-eight times more water than they were then supposed to 
do; and that the mere raising of the termperature of the whole body of the ocean to a degree 
no greater than marine animals live in, in the shallow seas between the tropics, would so 
expand it a more than to produce. the height. above the. mountains stated in the Mosaic 
account.” As to the deluge of Noah, therefore,. infidelity has almost entirely lost the aid of 
philosophy in framing objections to the Scriptures. 


(9) Kinwaw’s Geological Eseays, (i) Giszoune’s “ Testimony of Natural Theology,” &. 
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» The dimensions of the ark, and the preservation of the animals contained in it, are however 
‘still the subject of occasional ridicule, though with little foundation. Dr. Hales proves the ark 
to have been of the burthen of 42,413 tons, and asks, “Can we doubt of its being sufficient to 

* contain eight persons, and-about two hundred’or two hundred and fifty pair of four-footed 
animals, (a number to which, according to M. Buffon, all the various distinct species‘may be 
reduced,) together with all the subsistence necessary for a twelvemonth, with the fowls of the 
air, and sucly reptiles and insects as cannot live under water? All these various. animals 
were controlled by the power of God, whose special-agency is supposed in the whole. trans- 

’ action, and ‘the lion was made to lie down with. the kid?” Se dace) aad 

' Whether Noah was commanded to bring with him, into the ark, a pair of all’living creatures, 
zoologically and numerically considered, has been doubted; and as during -the long period 

s, Betweon the creation and the flood, animals must have-spread themselves over a great part of 

the antediluvian earth, and certain animals would, as now, probably become indigenous to 


certain climates, the pairs saved must in such cases have travelled from immense distances. Of 


such marches fo intimation is given in the history; and this seems to render it probable that 
the animals which Noah was “to bring with him” into the ark, were the animals, clean and 
unclean, of the country in which he dwelt, and which, from the evident capacity of the ark, 
must have been in great variety and number. The terms,used, it is true, are universal; and 
it is satisfactory to know that if the largest sense of them be taken, there was ample accom- 
modation in the ark. Nevertheless universal terms in Scripture are not always to be taken 
mathematically ; and in the vision of Peter, the phrase wavra ra rerpanoda rns yns—all the four- 
footed beasts of the earth,” must be understood of “varit generis“ quadrupedes,” as Schleusner 
paraphrases it. In this case we may easily account for the exuvie of animals, whose species 


no longer exist, and which have been discovered -in various places. The number of such | 


extinct species has probably been greatly overrated by Cuvier; but of the fact to a. considerable 
extent, there-can be no doubt. It is also to be remarked, that we are not obliged to go to the 
limited interpretation of the command to Noah respecting the animals to be preserved in the 
ark, in order to account for this fact; for without adopting the totally unscriptural theory of 
a former world; or of more general revolutions of the earth than the Scriptures state, (partial 
ones affecting large districts may have taken place,) we know of-no principle in the Word of 
God which should lead usto conclude, that all the animals which God at first created should 
“be preserved to the end of time. In many countries whole species of wild animals have 
perished by the progress of cultivation, a process which must ultimately produce the utter 
extinction of the same species every where. The offices which many other creatures were 
designed to fulfil in the economy of nature, may have-terminated with the new circumstances 
in which the parts they have chiefly inhabited are ‘placed. So it might be before the flood, 
and in many places since.. Thus then the exuvie of extinct species may-be expected to present 
themselves. But in addition to this, if we suppose that during the antediluvian period, animals 
of various kinds had located themselves in different portions of the ocean, and in different 
climates of the primitive earth; and that, of the terrestrial animals become indigenous to parts 
of the earth distant from Noah and the inhabited world, some species were not received into 
the ark, their remains will also occasionally be discovered, and present the proof of modes of 
animated existence not now to be paralleled. Among fossil remains it has been’ made a matter 
of surprise that no human skeletons, or but few, and those in recent” formations, have been 
found. The reason however is not difficult to furnish. Ifwe admit that the present continents 
were the bottom of the antediluvian ocean, and that the ocean has changed its place; then 
the former habitations of men are submerged, and their remains are beyond human reach. If 
any part of the antediluvian earth still remains, it is probably that region to which Noah and 
his family were restored from the ark; and in those countries, geology has not commenced its 
interior researches, and sucli fossil remains may there exist. There is this difference between 
the human race and the. inferior animals, that while the latter for near two thousand years 
were roaming over the wide earth, the former confined themselves to one region; for those 
extravagant calculations as to the population of the earth at the time of the flood, which some 
have made, cannot be maintained on the authority of Scripture, on which they professedly 
rest; since it is certain that they represent Noah as a preacher of righteousness to the whole 
_ existing “world” of men, during the time the ark was preparing, one hundred and twenty 
years. The human race must therefore have lived, however populous, in the same region, 
id been either in personal communication with him, or within reach of the distinct report of 
his doctrines, and of that great and public act of his faith, ‘the -preparing of the ark, “by the 
which he condemned the world, and became heir of the righteousness which is by faith.” Even 
_ Cuvier gives it as a reason why human skeletons are not found in a fossil state, “that the 
place which man then inhabited may have sunk into the abyss, and that the bones of that 

destroyed race may yet remain buried under the bottom of some actual seas.” 

é a ; - 


Such are the leading evidences-of the truth of the Holy Scriptures, and of the religious 
system which they unfold, from the first promise made to the first fallen man, to its perfected 
exhibition in the New Testament. The Christian will review these solid and immovable 
foundations of his faith with unutterable joy. They leave none of his moral interests unpro- 
vided for in time; they set before hima certain and a felicitous immortality. "The skeptic 
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tion of the evidences of this system, and the difficulties and hopelessness of their own; 
and they ought to be reminded, in the words of a modern writer, “If Christianity be true, it 


is tremendously true.” Let thenrturn to an insulted, but yet a merciful Saviour, who even 
now prays for his blasphemers, in the words he once addressed to Heaven in behalf of his 


eis 
and the Infidel may be this Disk prevery compassionate feeling, to a more serious considera- 


murderers, FaTHER, FORGIVE THEM; FOR THEY KNOW NOT WHAT THEY Do! ~~ oy 
: i 

esc ae, 

fa ' 


Note A.—Page 129, 


% * 


From the work referred to in the text, the following extracts will be-read with interest. 


- 


Mr. Penn first controverts the notion of those geologists who think that the earth was originally.a fluid ia 


mass; and as they plead the authority-of Sir I. Newton, who is said to have concluded from its figure, (an 
obtuse spheroid,) that it was originally a yielding mass, Mr. Penn shows that this was only put hypothetically 
by him; and that he has laid it down expressly as his belief, not that there was first-a cisotic ocean, and. 
then a gradual process of first formations, but that “ God af the beginning formed all material things of such 
figures and properties as most conduced to the end for which he formed them ;” and that he judged it to be 
upphilosophical te ascribe them to any mediate or secondary cause, such as laws of nature operating in a 
chaos. Mr, Penn then proceeds to show, that, though what geologists call first formations may have the 
appearance of having been produced by a process, say of erystalizatiow, or any other, that is no proof that 
they were not formed by the immediate act of God, as: we are taught in the Scriptures; and he confirms this 
by examples from the first formations in the animal and vegetable kingdoms, and contends that the first 
formations of the mineral kingdom must come under the same rule. “If a bone of the first created man 
now remained, and were mingled with other bones pertaining to a generated race; and if it were to be 
submitted to the inspection and examination of an anatomist, what opinion.and judgment would its sensible 
phenomena see Rest respecting the made of its first formation, and what would be his conclusion? If he 
were unapprized of its true origin, his mind would see nothing in its sensible phenomena but the laws of 
ossification ; just as the mineral geology ‘ sees nothing in the details of the formation of minerals, but preci- 
pitations, crystalizations, and dissolutions. (2) He would therefore naturally pronounce of this bone, as of 
all the other bones, that its ‘fibres were originally soft,’ until, in the shelter of the maternal womb, it acquired 
‘ the hardness of a cartilage, and then of bone,’ that this effect ‘ was not produced at once, or in a very short 
time,’ but ‘ by degrees ;? that, after birth, it increased in hardness ‘by,the continual addition of ossifying 
matter, until it ceased to grow at all.’ gee 
_“ Physically true as this reasoning would appear, it would neverthéless be morally and really false, 
Why would it be false? Because it concluded, from mere sensible phenomena, to the certainty of a fact 
which could not be established by the, evidence of sensible phenomena alone ; namely, the mode of the first 
formation of the substance of created bone. , pes. “ae 
“Let us proceed from animel to vegetable matter ; and let us consider the first created tree, under which 
the created man first reposed, and from which he gathered his first fruit. That tree must have had a stem, 
or trunk, through which the juices were wonveyed from the root to the fruit, and by which it was able to 
sustain the branckes upon which the fruit grew. ; : 7 

“If a portion of this created tree now retnained, and if a séction of its wood were to be mingled with other 
sections of propagated trees, and submitted to the inspection and-examination of a naturalist; what opinion 
and judgment would its sensible phenomena suggest to him, respecting the mode of its first formation ; and 
what would be his conclusion? If he were unapprized of its true crigin, his mind would see nothing 
in its sensible phenomena, but the laws of lignification ; just as the mineral geologist ‘sees nothing in the 
details of the formations of primitive rock, but precipitations, erystalizations, and dissolutions.” He would 
therefore naturally pronounce of it as of all the other sections of wood.: that its ‘fibres,’ when they first issued 
from the seed, ‘ were soft and herbaceous ; that they ‘did not suddenly pass to the hardness of perfect 
wood,’ but, ‘after many years ;? that the hardness of their folds, ‘ which indicate the growth of each year,’ 
was therefore effected only ‘by degrees ;’ and that, ‘since nature does nothing but by a progressive course, 
it is not surprising that its substance acquired its hardness only by little and little? 

“ Physically true as the naturalist would here apes fo reason ; yet his reasoning, like that of the anato- 
mist, would be morallyand really false: And why would it be false? For the same reason ; because he 
concluded from mere sensible phenomena, to the certainty of a fact which could not be established by the 
evidence of sensible phenomena alone ; namely, the mode of the first formation of the.substance of ¢reated 
wood, © ay Fear v 

“There only now-remains to be considered, the third, or mineral kingdornof this terrestrial system ; and 
it appears probable, to reason and philosophy, by prima facie evidence, that the principle determining the 
mode of first formations, in two parts of this threefold division of matter, must haye equal authority in this 
third part. And indeed, after the closest investigation of the subject, we can discover no ground what- 
ever, for supposing that this third part is exempted from the authority of that common pr ince ; or that 
physics are a whit more competent to dogmatize concerning the mode of first formations, from the evidence 
of phenomena alone, in the mineral kingdom, than they have been found to be in the animal or veg eer 
or to affirm, from the indications of the former, that the mode of its-first formations was more gradual an 
tardy than those of the other two. ? 4 ry cre: 

“Let us try this point, by proceeding with our comparison; and let us consider the first, ereate i 2» 
as we have considered the first created bone and wood ; and let us ask, what is rock, in its nature ane com- 
po Ay ; - ‘ 6 : me ; f such bulls as 

“To this question, mineralogy ae ‘By:the word rock, we mean every mineral mass 0 pipers 
to be regarded an essential part of the structure of the globe. (3) We understand by the Hee mineral, . 
natural body, inorganic, solid, homogeneous, that is, composed of integrant molecules of the ene su 
stance : (4)—We may, perhaps, pronounce that a mass is essential, when its displacement wou occasion 
the downfal of other masses which are placed upon it. (5). Such are those lofty and ancient mousilaiag the 


* 2) D’Aubuisson, i, pp. 326-7. (3) hid. 272. © @) Ibid. 271.) Ibid. ds Sd 
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' aipeerioediind bones, asit were; of this globe,—les premiers, les plus solides ossemens,—vhich hava 
A e name of primitive, beow anata all support and all foreign mixture, they repose always 
npon bases similar to themsglves, and comprise within their substance no matter butrof the SAME DAWUNe, (6) 
‘Thece are the primordial mountains; which traverse owr continents Mm various directions, rising above 
the clouds, separating the basins of rivers one from another; serving, by means of their eternal snows, as 
‘repervoirs for feeding the springs, and forming in some measure the sdefetor, or as Tt were the rough frame 
work of the earth. (7) ‘These primitive masses are stamped with the character of a formation altogether 

crystaline, as if they were really the product of a tranquil precipitation.’ (8) : 
‘Had the mineral geology contented itself with this simple mineralogical statement, we should have thus 
argued concerning the crystaline phenomena of the first mineral formations 5 conformably to the principles 
* which we have recognised. As thé bone of the first man, and the wood of the first tree, whose solidity was 
essential for ‘giving shape, firmness, and support,’ to their respective systems, Were not, and could not have 
been, formed by the gradual processes of ossijication and ligniyication, of which they nevertheless. must 
have exhibited the sensible phenomena, or apparent indications ; so, reason directs us to conclude, that 
primitive ‘rocks, whose solidity was equally essential for giving shape, firmness, and support to the mineral 
system of this globe, was not, and could not have beén, formed by the gradual processes of precipttation and 
crystalization, notwithstanding any sensible phenomena, apparently indicative ‘of those processes, which it 
may exhibit; but that in the mineral kingdom, as in the abimal and a) kingdoms, the creating agent 
anticipate is formations, by an immediate. act, effects, whose sensible phenomena, could not determine 


ty 


formation ; because the real mode Was in direct contradiction to the apparent indications of 


0 2 . : . 
But the mineral geology has not contented itself with thet”Simple mineralogical statement; nor drawn 
the conelusion which we have drawn, in conformity with the princi and in observance of the rules, of 
Newton’s philosophy.—It affirms, ‘that the claracters by which geology is written in the book of nature, in 
which it is to be studied, are minerals ;»’ (9) and it ‘sees nothing’ in that book of nature but * precipitations, 
crystalizations, and dissolutions ;’ and therefore, because it sees nothing else, it concludes without hesita- 
tion, from crystaline phenomena to actual erystalization. ‘Thus, by attempting the impossibility of deducing 
A universal principle, viz. the mode of Jirst forniations, from the analysis of @ single individwal, viz. 
mineral matter, separate from co-ordinate animal and vegeiadle maiter ; and concluding from that defective 
~ analysis, to the general law of first formations ; it set out with inadequate light, and jt is no wonder that it 

ended in absolute darkness; for such isits elementa? chaos, and its chemical precipitation of this globe: & doc- 

trine so nearly resembling the exploded atormic’ philosophy of the Epicurean school, that it requires a very close 
a ee inspection to discover a single feature, by which they may be distinguished trom each other." 
~ This argument is largely supported and illustrated in the Work ; and thus by referring first formations of 
every kind to an immediate act of God, those immense periods of time which geology demands for its 
chemical’ processes, are rendered unnecessary. From jirs’ formations, Mr. Penn proceeds to oppose the 
notion that the earth has undergone many general revolutions, and thinks that all geological phenomena may 
be better explained by the Mosaio record, which confines those general revolutions to two. Mr, Penn’s 
course of observation will be seen by the following recapitulation of the second and third parts of his work : 
nae That this globe, so constructed at its origin, has undergone too and onlyétoo, general changes or revolu- 
tions of its substance; each of which was caused by the immediate will, intelligence, and power of Gop, 

Ri upon the work which he had formed, and directing the laws or agencies which he had ordained 

within i ‘ 

“That, by the Frrst change or révolution, (that of gathering the watets into one place, and making the 
dry land appear;| one portion or division of the-surface of the globe was suddenly and violently fractured 
and depressed, in order to form, in the first instance, a receptacle or bed for the waters universally diffused 
over that surface, and to expose the other portion, that it might become a dwelling for animal life; but yet, 
with an ulterior design , that the receptacle of the waters should eventually become the chief theatre of animal 
existence, by the portion first exposed experiencing a similar fracture and depression, and thus becoming in 
its turn, the receptacle of the same waters; which ‘should then be transftised into it, leaving their former 
receptacle void and dry. : : ; : . 
hee hat this Firs? revolution tool: place before the existence, that is, before the creation of any organized 

s That the sea, collected into this vast fractured cavity of the globe's Surface, continued to occupy it during 
1656 years [from the Creation to the deluge ;] during which long period of time, its waters acted in various 
modes, chemical and mechanical, upon the several soils and fragments which formed its bed; and marine 
organte matter, animal and vegetable, was generated and accumulated in vast abundance. * 

‘ teat after the expiration of those 1656 years, it pleased God, ina SECOND revolution, to execute hi: 
ulterior design,’ by repeatingsthe amazing operation by which he had exposed the first eartlr; and by the 
seh ee and depression of that first earth below the’ level of the bed of the first sea; to produce’ a new bed, 
a es : Seton descended from their former bed, leaving it to become the theatre of the future genera- 

~ «That THIS PRESENT EARTH 3 

«Phat it must, therefore was THAT FORMER BED. 


it has undergone ; viz. of the vast apparent ruin occasioned by its first violent disruption and depression ; of 


see uring the long intery ich-suce . . 
-and effects of that fluid.in its ultimate retreat, *, s ral which-sueceeded ; and, of the action 


“ Within the limits of this general-scheme, all speculations I ; i ispi 

3 ’ culations must be confined which would aspire to the 
quality of sound geology ; yet vast and sublime is the held whichiit } i i i 

and experience of sober and philosophical mineratog’ Reset Rear Babes Shockey Soe 


‘ Q y and chemistry. ,” Upon this legitimate ground, those 
many valuable writers, who have unwarily lent their science to uphold and. eenkants the wicca doctrine 
of a chaotic geogony, may geologize with full security ; and may there concur to promote that true advance- 


ment of natural philosophy, which Newton holds io be inseparable from a proportionate advancement of 


the moral. They must thus at length succeed in perfeetitig i ; i 
L t th suce perfecting a true philosophical geology ; which 
‘Can exist, unless the principle of Newton form the foundation, and the bones ot: Me the teorkingsplamn 


« 


(6) Saussure, Vi 13 des Alps, Disc. Prel. pp. ‘ = : Se : 
(9) Daubuiocen, Mog tag tos, Dike tel. Pp. 6, 7... (7) Cuvier, § 7, p. 99. =e p. 6. 
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ee hee AE CRAPTER I: 5 
‘ Tue Existence or Gop. ~ : 3 
_ Tue Divine Authority of those writings which aré received by Christians, as a revelation of 
infallible truth, having been established, our next step is patie and with simplicity of 
mind, to examine their contents, and to collect fromm them that ample information on re 
and moral subjects which they profess to contain, and in which it had become neceses 
the world should be supernaturally instructed. Agreeably to a principle which has alr 
been laid-down, I shall endeavour, as in the case of any other record, to exhibit their i 
by the oo Saree of those plain rules of interpretation which have been estaltished fee pack 
purposes by the common agréement of the sobe! of mankind. All the assis within 
reach from critics, commentators, and divines, ‘shall however be resorted to; for, the 
water can at drawn pure from the sacred fountain itself, we yet owe it to many of these 
guides, that they have succesfully directed us to the openings through whieh it breaks, and 
led the way into the depth of the stream.~-° : 6 
- The doctrine which the first sentence in this Divine Revelation unfolds is, that there is a 
Gop, the Creator of heaven and earth; and as this is fundamental to the whole scheme of 


duty, promise, @hd hope, which the books of Scripture successively unfold and explain, it, 


demands our earliest consideration. | > . 
In three distinct ways do the sacred writers furnish us with information on this great and 
_essential subject, the existence and the character of God ;—from the names by which he is 
designated ; from the actions ascribed-to him’; and from the attributes with which he is invested 
in their ee eee and in those lofty descriptions of his nature which, under 
the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, they have recorded for the instruction of the world. These 
‘attributes will be afterward particularly considered ; but the impression of the general view 
of the Divine character, as thus revealed, is too important to be omitted. 

The names of-God as recorded in Scripture, convey at once ideas of overwhelming greatness 
and glory, mingled with that awful mysteriousness with which, to all finite minds, and espe- 
cially to the minds of mortals, the Divirie essence and mode of existence must ever be invested, 

“Though Oxg, he-is pynbsx, Eronm, Gons, persons adorable. We is mm, Jenovan, self-existing. 
5x, Ex, strong, powerful; mynsx, Ensen, I om, I will be, self-existence, independency, all- iency, 
immutability, eternity ; Ww, SHavvas, emighty, all-sufficient ; p>x, Avon, Supporter, Lord, Judge. 
These are among the adorable appellatives of God which are scattered throughout the reve- 
lation which he has been pleased to make of himself: but on one oceasion he was pleased 
more particularly to declare “his ndme,” that is, such of the qualities and attributes of the 

_ Divine nature, as mortals are the most interested in knowing; and to unfold, not only his 
natural, but those also of his morél attributes by which his conduct toward his creatures is 
reculated. “ And the Lord passed by und proclaimed, The Lord, the Lord God, merciful ond 
gracious, long-suffering, and abundant in goodness and truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving 
iniquity, transgression, and sin, and that will by no means cleat the guilty; visiting the iniquity of 
the fathers upon the children, and upon the children’s children, unto the third and fourth generation.” 
(1). This is the most ample and particular description of the character of God, as given b 
himself, in the sacred records ; and the import of the several] titles by which he has thus in his 
infinite eondescension manifested himself, has been thus exhibited. He is not only Jenovan, 
self-ewistent, and Ex, the strong or mighty God; but “ nnn, Rocuum, the merciful being, who is 
full of tenderness and compassion. yun, Cuanun, the gracious one, he whose nature is goodness 
itself—the loving God. pbx qx, Exec Arayim, long-suffering, the being who, because of his 
tenderness, is not easily irritated, but suffers long and is kind. 47, Raz, the great or mighty one. 


_ spn, Cursen, the bountiful Being ; he who is exuberant in his beneficence. nox, Emern, the 


Truth, or True One, he alone who can neither deceive nor be deceived. spn 71, NoTsen 
Cursen, the Preserver of bountifulness, he whose beneficence never ends, keeping mercy for 
thousands of generations, showing compassion and miercy while the world endures. mwa 
aRom yw py, Nose avon vapesha vechataah, he who bears awoy iniquity, transgression 
properly the Repzemer, the Parpower,- the Forerver, the Being whose prerogative ‘is to 
forgive sin, and save the soul. mp» xb aps, Naxent lo yinnakeh, the righteous Judge, who 


distributes justice with an impartial hand. And py sp3, Paxen, avon, §c, he who visits iniquity, 


on (1) Exodus xxxiv. 
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atl he who punishes trangressors, and from-whose justice no sinner, can escape: the God of retri- 

ee -- butive and vindictive justice.” (2) onal depose ne 
’ - "The second means by which the Scriptures convey to us the knowledge of God, is by the 
actions which they ascribe to him. They contain indeed the important record of his dealings 
with men in every age which is comprehended within ‘the limit of the Sacred History ; and, 
by prophetic declaration, they also exhibit the principles on which he will govern the world to 
the end of time; so that the whole course of the Divine administration may be considered as 
exhibiting a singularly illustrative comment upon those attributes of his nature, which, m their 
abstract form, are contained in such declarations as those which have been just quoted: ‘The 
' first act ascribed to God is that of creating the heavens and the earth out of nothing ; and by 
his fiat alone arranging their parts, and peopling them with living creatures. By this were 
manifested—his eternity and self-existence, as he who creates must be before ail creatures, and 
he who gives being to others can himself derive it from none: his almighty power, shown both 
~ in the act of creation, and in the number and vastness of the objects so produced: his wisdom, 
oy in their arrangement, and im their fitness to their respective ends: and his goodness, as the 
© whole tended tothe happinéss. of sentient beings. The foundations of his natural and moral 
uf government are also made manifest by his eteative acts. In what he made out of nothing he 
had an ae right and prerogative of ordering and disposal’; so that to alter or destroy his 
own work, and to prescribe the laws by which the intelligent and rational part of his creatures 
should be governed, are rights which none can question.. Thus on the one hand his character 
of Lord or Governor is established, and on the other our duty of lowly homage and absolute 

~ obedience. ah 


Agreeably to this, as: soon as man was created, he was placed under a rule of conduct. . 


Obedience was to be followed with the continuance of the Divine favour; transgression, with 
death. The event called forth new manifestations of the character of God. His tender mErRoy, 
in the compassion showed to the fallen pair; his susticr, in forgiving them only in the view 
of a satisfaction to be hereafter offered-to his justice by an innocent representative of the smning 
race; his Love to that race, in giving his own Son to become-this Redeemer, and in the fulness 
of time to die for the sins of the whole world; and his noLiness, in conn®cting with this 
provision for the pardon of man’ the means of restoring him to a sinless state, and to the 
obliterated image of God in which he. hadbeen created. Exemplifications of the Divine 
MERcyY are traced from age to age, in his establishing his own worship among men}: and 
“remitting the punishment of individual-and national offences in answer to prayer. offered from 
penitent hearts, and in dependence upon the typified or actually offered universal sacrifice :— 
of his CONDESCENSION, in stooping to the cases of individuals; in his dispensations both of 
rovidence and grace, by showing respect to thespoor and humble; and, principally, by the 
incarnation of God in the form of a servant, admitting men into familiar and friendly inter- 
course with himself, and then entering into heaven to be their patron.and advocate, until they 
should be received unto the same glory, “and so be for ever with the Lord :”—of his strictly 
PY RIGHTEOUS GOVERNMENT, in the destruction of the old world, the cities of the plain, the 
nations of Canaan, and all ancient states, upon their “ filling up the measure of their iniquities ;” 
and, to show that “he will by no means clear the guilty ;” in the numerous. and ‘severe punish- 
ments inflicted even upon, the chosen seed of Abraham, because of their transgressions :—of his 
LONG-SUFFERING, in frequent warnings, delays, and corrective judgments, inflicted upon indi-, 
viduals and nations, before sentence of utter excision and destruction :—of raITHFULNESS and 
TRUTH, in the fulfilment of promises, often many ages after they weré given, as in the promises 
to Abraham respecting the possession of the land of Ganaan by his seed; and in all the 
“promises made to the fathers” respecting the advent, vicarious death, and illustrious offices of 
the Christ, the Saviour of the world:—of his immurTasiLiTy, in the constant and.unchanging 
laws and principles of his government, which remain to this day precisely the same, in every 
thing universal, as when first promulgated, and have been the rule of his conduct in all places 
as well asthrough all time ;—of his prescimnce of future events, manifested by the predictions 
of Scripture; and of the depth and stability of his counse1, as illustrated in that plan and 
purpose of bringing back a revolted world to obedience and felicity, which we find steadily 
kept in view in the scriptural history of the acts of God in former ages; which is still the end 
toward which all his dispensations bend, however wide and mysterious their sweep ;_and 
which they. will finally accomplish, as we learn from the prophetic history of the future, con- 
tained in the Old and New Testaments. ° Bae 

Thus the course of Divine operation in the world has from age to age been a manifestation 
of the Divine character, continually receiving new and stronger illustrations to the completion 
of the Christian revelation by the ministry of Christ and his inspired followers, and still 
placing itself in brighter light and more impressive aspects as the scheme of human redemption 
runs on to its consummation. . From all the acts of God as recorded in the Scriptures, we are 
taught that he alone is God; that he is present.every where to sustain and govern all things ; 
that his wisdom is infinite, his counsel settled, and his. power irresistible ; that he is holy, just, 

and good; the Lord and the Judge, but the Father and the Friend of man. *s 

More at large do we learn what God is, from the declarations of the inspired writings, 


(2) Dr. A. Clarke in loc, 
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As to his susstancr, that “ God is a Spirit.” As to his puRATION, that “from everlasting sf 
to evétlasting he is God ;” “the King, elergal, immortal, invisible”. That, after all the mani- — * b 
festations he has made of himself, he is, from the infinite perfection and glory of his nature, : 
INCOMPREHENSIBLE ; ‘ Lo, these are but parts of his ways, and how little a portion is heard of him! — 
“Touching the Almighty, we cannot find him out.” ‘That he is-uncHanerase, “the Father of 
Lights with whom there és no variableness, neither shadow of turning.” That, “he is the fountain 
of Lirz,” and the only independent Being im the universe, “who only hath immortality.” That 
every other being however exaltéd, has its existence from him; “ for by him were all things 
created, which are in heaven and in earth, whether they are visible or invisible”” ‘That the exist- 
ence of every thing is upheld by-him, no creature being for a moment independent of his 
support ; “by him all things consist,” “upholding all things by the word of his power.” ‘That he 
is OMNIPRESENT : “ Do'not I fill heaven and earth with my presence, saith the Lord?” . That he 
is OMNISCIENT: “All things are naked and open. before the eyes of him with whom we have to do.” 
That he is the absolute Lorp and owner of all things: “ The heavens, even the heaven of © _ 
heavens, are thine, and all the parts of them.” “ The earth is-thine, and the fulness thereof, the 
world and them that dwell therein.” “ He doeth according to his will in the armies of heaven and — So 
among the thabitants of the earth” ‘That his provipence extends to the minutest, objects : * 
“ The hairs of your head are all numbered.” “ Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing 2. and one» 
of them shall not fall on the ground without your Father.” That he is a being of unspotted purity “ 
and perfect recritupE: * Holy, holy, holy, Lord God of hosts !” “A God of truth, and in whom is 
no iniquity.” “ Of purer eyes than to behold iniquity”. 'That he is susr in the administration of 
_ his government: “ Shail not the Judge of the whole earth do right?’ Clouds and darkness are 
round about him ; judgment. and. justice ave the habitation of his throne.” ‘That his wispom is 
unsearchable: “ O the depth of the wisdom and knowledge of God ! how wnsearchable are his judg- 
ments, and his ways past finding out’? ~And, finally, that he is-coop and merciruL: “ Thou 
art good, and thy mercy endureth for ever.” “ His tender mercy is over all his works.” God, who 
is xich in mercy, for his great love wherewith he loved us, even when we were dead-in sins, hath 
quickened us together with Christ.” “ God was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself, not 
imputing their trespasses unto them.” “God hath given to us eternal life,.and this life is in his Son,? 
* Under these deeply awful, but consolatory views, do the Scriptures present to us the supreme 
object of our worship and trust, dwelling upon each of the above particulars with inimitable 
sublimity and beauty of language, and’ with an inexhaustible variety of illustration ; nor can 
‘we compare these views of the Divine nature, with the conceptions of the most enlightened of 
Pagans, without feeling how much reason we have for everlasting gratitude, that a revelation 
so explicit, and so comprehensive, should have been made to us ona subject which only a revela~ 
tion from God himself could have made known. It is thus that Christian philosophers, even 
when they do not use the language of the Scriptures, are able to speak on this great and 
mysterious doctrine in language so clear, and with conceptions so noble; in a manner too so 
equablé,so different to the sages.of antiquity, who, if at any time they approach the truth, 
when speaking of the Divine nature, never fail to mingle with it some essentially erroneous or 
grovelling conception. By the word Gop,” says Dr. Barrow, “ we mean a Being of infinite 
wisdom, goodness, and power, the creator and the governor of all things, to whom the great 
attributes of eternity and independency, omniscience. and immensity, perfect holiness and 
purity, perfect justice and veracity, complete happiness, glorious majesty, and supreme right 
of dominion, belong ; and to whom the highest veneration, and’most profound submission and 
obedience, are due,” (3) “Our notion of Deity,” says Bishop-Pearson, “doth expressly 
signify a Being or Nature of infinite perfection’; and the infinite perfection of a Being or 
Nature, consists in this, that it be absolutely and essentially necessary ; an actual, Being of 
itself; and potential or causative of all beings besides itself, independent from any other, upon 
which all things else depend, and by which all things else are governed.” (4) “God is a 
Being, and not any kind of being’; but a substance, which is the foundation of other beings. 
And not only a-substance, but perfect. Yet many beings are perfect in their kind, yet limited 
and finite. - But God. is absolutely, fully, and every way infinitely perfect ; and therefore 
above spirits, above angels who are perfect comparatively. God’s infinite perfection includes 
all the attributes, even the most excellent. It eaeludes all dependency, borrowed existence, 
composition, corruption, mortality, contingency, ignorance, unrighteousness, weakness, misery, 
and all imperfections whatever. It includes necessity of being, independency, perfect unity, 
simplicity, immensity, eternity, immortality; the most perfect life, knowledge, wisdom, 
integrity, power, glory, bliss, and all these in the highest degree. We cannot pierce into the 
secrets of this eternal Being. Our reason comprehends but little of him, and when it can 
proceed no further, faith comes in, and we believe far more than we can understand : and this 
our belief is not contrary to reason ; but reason itself dictates unto us, that we must believe 
far mote of God, than it can inform us of.” (5) To these we may add an admirable passage — 
from Sir Isaac Newton: “The word Gop frequently signifies Lord ; but every lord is not 
God; it is the dominion of a spiritual Being or Lord, that constitutes God ; true dominion, 
true God; supreme, the supreme ; feigned, the false God. From such true dominion it follows, 
that the true God, is living, intelligent, and powerful ; and from his other perfections, that he 


(3) Barrow on the Creed, (4) Pearson on the Creed, (5) Lawson’s 'Theo-Politica. 
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_ is supreme, or supremely perfect; he is'eternal and infinite ; omnipotent and omniseignt that 
is, he endures from eternity to eternity ; and is present from infinity to infinity, He governs 
all things that exist, and knows all things that are to be known: he is ‘not. eternity or 
infinity, but eternal and infinite ; he is not duration or space, but he endures and is present ; 
he endures always, and is present every where; he is omnipresent, not only virtually, but 
also substantially ; for power without su ce cannot subsist. All things are contained 
mote echaen; but without any mutual passion; he suffers nothing from the motions of bodies; 
nor do they-undergo any resistance from his mnipresence, It is confessed, that God exists 
necessarily, and by the same necessity he- exists always and everywhere. Hence also he 
must be perfectly similar, all eye, all ear, all arm, all the power of perceiving, understanding 
and actin, ; but after a manner not at all corporeal, after a manner not like that of men, after a 
manner wholly to us unknown. © He is destitute of all body, and all bodily'shape ; and. there- 
fore cannot be seen, heard or touched; nor-ought he to be worshipped under the representa- 
tiop of any thing corporeal. We have ideas of the attributes of God, but do not know the 
substance of even any thing’: we see only the figures and colours of bodies, hear only sounds, 
touch oxly the outward surfaces, smell only odours, and taste tastes ; and do not, cannot, by 
- any sense, or reflex act, know their inward substances: and much less'can we. have any 
notion of the substanceof God. _We know him by his properties.and attributes.” . 

Tt is-observable tha her Moses; the first of the inspired penmen, nor.any of the authors 
of the succeeding canonical books, enters into any proof of this first principle of religion; that 
there is a Gop. They all. assume it as a truthcommonly known and admitted "Phere is 
indeed in the sacred volume no allusion to.the existence of Atheistical séntiments, till some 
ages after Moses, and then it is not quite clear whether.speculative, or practical Atheism be 

spoken of. From this circumstance, we learn, that, previous to the.time of Moses, the idea 
of one supreme and infinitely perfect. God, was familiar to men ; that it had descended to 
- them from the earliest ages ; and also that it was a truth of original revelation, and not one 
_ which the sages of preceding'times had wrought out by rational investigation and deduction. 
Fad that been the fact, we might have expected some intimation of it : and that if those views 
of God which are found in the Pentateuch, were discovered by the successive investigations of 
wise men among the ancients, the progress of this wonderful discovery would have been 
amarked by Moses; or if one only had demonstrated this truth by his personal researches, that 
ome 'eaetefal mention of so great a sage, of so celebrated a moral teacher, would have been 
made. A truth too so essential to the whole Mosaic system, and upon which his own. official 
authority rested, had it originated from successful human inyestigation, would seem naturally 
_ to have required.a statement of the arguments by which it had been demonstrated, as a fit 
‘introduction to a. book in which he professed to record revelations received from this newl 
discovered being, and to enforce laws uttered under his command. Nothing of this kind is 
attempted ; and the sacred historian and lawgiver proceeds at once to narrate the acts of Gon, - 
and to declare his will. “The history which he wrote; however, .affords the. reason why the 
~ introduction of formal proof of the existence of one true God, was thought unnecessary. The 
firstman, we are informed,knew God, not only from his works, but by sensible manifestation, 
and converse; the same divine appearances were made to Noah, to Abraham, to Isaac, to 
Jacob; and when Moses wrote, persons were:still living, who had conversed with those who 
. conversed with God; or were descended from the same families to whom God “ at sundry 
times” had appeared in visible glory, or in angelic forms. These divine manifestations-were 
also matters of public notoriety among the primitive families of mankind; from them the 
tradition was transmitted to their descendants; and the iffea once communicated, was confirmed 
by every natural object which they saw around them, It continued even after the intraduction 
of idolatry ; and has never, except among the most ignorant of the Heathen, been to thisiday 
obliterated by polytheistic superstitions. It was thus that the knowledge of God. was com- 
municated. to the ancient world. . No discovery of this truth, either in the time of Moses, or 
in anty former age, was made by human research; neither the date nor the process of it could 
therefore be stated in his writings; and it would have been trifling to moot a-question which 
had been so fully determined, and.to attempt to prove-a doctrine universally received. 

That the idea of a Supreme First Cause was at first ébtained by the exercise of reason, is 
thus contradicted by the facts, that the first man received the knowledge of God by sensible 
converse with him, and that this doctrine was transmitted, with the confirmation of successive 
visible manifestations, to the early ancestors of all nations. Whether the discovery, therefore, 
-of the Spee of the existence of a First Cause be within the compass of human powers, 
is a point whic cannot be-determined by matter of fact ; because it may be proved that those 
nations by whom that doctrine has been acknowledged, had theix origin fron: a common stock, 
resident in that part of the world m which the primitive revelations were given. . They were 
therefore never in-circunistances in which such an experiment upon the power or W ess of 
the human mind could be made. Among some uncivilized tribes, such as the Hottentots of 
Africa, and the aborigines of New South Walés, the idea of a Supreme Being is probably 
entirely obliterated; some notions of spiritual existences, ‘superior in power to. man, and 
possessed of creative and destructive powers, do however remain, naturally tending to that 
train of reflection, which in better instructed minds issues in the apprehension of one Supreme 


and Divine Intelligence. But mo instance has been known of the knowledge of God having 
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thus, y other means, originating in themselves, been recovered; if restored to them ¢ 
at all, it has heen b the instruction of others, and not by the rational invéstigation of evert 
aha ‘inds in their own tribes. Wherever there has been sufficient mentaha tivation to 
ali forth the exercise of weiter tee search of spiritual and moral truth, the idéa of 

Cause has been previously wn; wherever that idea has been totally obliterated, 
1é intellectual powers of man have not been in te of exercise, and no curiosity as to such 

eculations has been awakened. Matter of not therefore rt the ne that. 
the existence of God is discoverable by the unassisted faculties of man ; and there is, I conceive, 
very slender reason to admit the abstract probability. . ' ne, Aahieales 

‘Av wthciens number of facts are obvious to the most eursory observation to pies that, 
without some degree of education, man is wholly the creature of appetite. Labour, feasting, 
end sleep, divide his time, and wholly oceupy his thoughts. If therefore we suppose a First 
Cause to be discoverable by human investigation, we must seck for the instances aniong a 
people whose civilization and intellectual culture have roused the mind from its torpor, an 
given it an interest in abstract and philosophic trith ; for to a people cumnstan! } 
never to have heard of God, the question of the existence of a First Cause must be one of 
philosophy. Religious motives, whether of hope or fear, have no inf where no religion ~ 
exists, and its very first principle is here supposed to be as yet undiscovered. Before, there-~ 
fore, we can conceive the human mind to have reached a state of a sufficiently energetic 


and curious even to commence such an inquiry, we must suppos radual progress from the 
uncivilized state, to a state of civil and scientific cultivation, and thet without religion of any 
kind; without moral control; without principles of justice, except guch as may have been 
slowly elaborated from those relations which concern the gros#er interests of men, if even they 


be possible; without consciences without hopé or fear in another life. That no soc 
civilized men has ever been constituted under such cireurngtances, is what no one will’deny; 
that it is possible to raise a body of men into that degree of civil impr t which would — 
excite the pai for philosophic investigation without the aid of religion, w ih 
forms of superstition, admits in a defective degree what is insplied in'the exis of God, a. 
superior, creative, governing, and destroying power, can have no proof, and is contradicted 
by every fact and analogy with which we are acquainted. Under’ the mmf and control 
of religion, all states, ancient ard modern, have hitherto been formed and maintained, It ha 
entered: enc aap into all their ci it ‘and gubernative institutions; and Atheism is 
obviously diss ng, that even the philosophic Atheists of Greece and ne confined it to 
their esoteric doctrine, and were equally zealous with others to maintain the public religion ag 

a restraint upon the multitude, without which they clearly enough discerned that human laws, 
and merely human motives, would be totally ineffectual to prevent that selfish gratification of 
the passions, the enmities, and the eupidity of men, which would break up every community 
into its original fragments, and arm every man against his fellow. 

From this we may conclude, that man without religion cannot exist in that state of civility | 
and cultivation in which his intellectual powers are disposed to, or capable of, such a course — 
of inquiry as might lead him to a kriowledge of God; and that, as a mere barbarian, he would 
be wholly eceupied with the gratification of his appetites, or his sloth, Should we however 
suppose It possible, that those who had no previous knowledge of God, or of superior invisible 

owers, might be brought to the habits-of civil life, arid:-be engaped in the pursuit of various 

nowledge, (which itself however is very inoredible,) it would 4 romain a question, whether, 
provided Yio idea from tradition or instruction had heen suggested of the existence of spiritual 
superior bemgs, or of 4 Supreme Creator or Ruler, such a truth would be within the reach of 
man, even in an imperfect form. We have already scen, that a truth may appear exceedingly 
simple, important, and evident, when once known, and on this account its demonstration may 
be considered easy, which nevertheless has been the result of much previous research, on the 
part of the discoverer. (6) The abundant rational evidence of the existence of God, which 
may now he so easily collected, and which is so convincing, is therefore no proof, that without 
instruction from Heaven, the human mind would ever have made the discovery. “God ig the 
only way to himself; he cannot in the least be come at, defined or dernonstrated by human 
reason; for where would the inquirer fix his beginning? THe is to search for something he 
knows not what; a nature without known properties; a being without a name. It is impos- 
sible for such a person to declare or imagine whot it is he would discourse of, or inquire into ; 
a nature he has not the least apprehension of; a subject he has not the least, glimpee of, in 
whole or in part; which he must’ separate from aj] doubt, inconsistencies, and errors; he 
must Site jo without one known or sure principle to ground it upon; and draw certain 
necessary conclusions whereon to rest his judgment, without the least knowledge of one term 
or proposition to fix his procedure upon; and therefore can never know whether his conclusion 
he consequent, or not consequent, truth or falsehood, which is just the same if science as in 
architecture, to raise a building ut a foundation.” (7) ihe, 
“Su ppose a person, whose powers of argumentation areimproved to the utmost pitch of 
human capa ity, but Me 2 received no idea of God by any revelation, whether from tradi- 


Scripture, or inspiration, how is he to convince himself that God is, and from whence is 


ee :" rez 4 4 . F 
(6) Vide Part i, ¢, iv, ' (7) Ellis’s Knowledge of Divine Things. 
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he to learn what God is?. That ofwhich as yet he knows nothing, cannot be a'subject of his’ 
thought, his reasonings, or his conversation, He-can neither affirm nor deny till he know what 
is to be affirmed or denied. From whence then is our philosopher to, divine, in the first 
instance, his idea of the infinite Being, concerning the reality of whose existence he is, in the 
second place, to decide ?” (8) £ nit Veep eae ; 
-“Would a single individual, or even a single-pair of the human race, or indeed several pairs 
of such beings as we are, if dropt from the hands of their Maker in the most genial soil and 
climate of this globe, without a:single idea or notion engraved on their minds, ever think of 
instituting such an inquiry ; or short avd simple as the process of investigation is, would they 
be able to conduct it, should it somehow occur to them? No man who has paid due attention 
to the means by which all our ideas of external objects are introduced into our minds through 
_the medium of the senses; or to the still more refined process by which reflecting on what 
passes in our minds themselves, when we combine-or analyze these ideas, we acquire the 
rudiments of all our knowledge of intellectual objects, will pretend that they would. ‘The 
efforts of intellect necessary to discover an unknown truth, are so much greater than those 
which may be sufficient to comprehend that truth, and feel the force of the evidence on which 
it rests, when fairly stated, that for one man, whose intellectual powers are equal’to the 
former, ten thousand are only equal to the latter.” (9). : : } 
“ Between matter and spirit, things visible and invisible, time and eternity, beings finite. 
_ and beings infinite, objects of sense and objects of faith, the connection is not perceptible to 
- human observation. Though we push our researches therefore’ to the extreme point, whither 
the light of nature can carry us, they will in the end be abruptly terminated, and we must 
stop short at an immeasurable distance between the creature and the Creator.” (1) - 
These observations have great weight, and though we allow, that the argument which | 
proves that the effects with which we are surrounded, must have been caused, and thus leads 
us up through a chain of subordinate cause to one First Cause, has in it a simphcity, an 
obviousness, and a force, which, when we are previously furnished with the idea of God, 
makes it at first sight difficult to conceive, that men, under any. degree of cultivation, should 
be inadequate to it; yet, if the human mind ever commenced such an inquiry at all,-it is 
highly probable, that it would rest in the notion of an eternal succession of causes and effects, 
rather than acquire the ideas of creation, in the proper sense, and of a Supreme Creator. 
Scarcely any of the philosophers of the most inquisitive ages of Greece, or those of their 
followers at Rome, though with the advantage of traditions conveying the knowledge of God, 
seem to have been capable of conceiving of creation out of nothing, (2) and they. consequently 
admitted the eternity of matter. This was equally the. case with the theistical, the atheistical, 
and the polytheistical ‘philosophers. (3) It-was not among them a subject of dispute; but 
taken for a point settled and not to be contradicted, that matter was eternal, and could not 
therefore be created. Against this notion, since the revelation of truth to man, philosophy has 
been able to adduce a rary satisfactory argument; but, though it is not a very recondite one, 
it. was never discovered by philosophy while unaided by the Scriptures. In like manner 
philosophy can now furnish cogent arguments against an infinite succession of causes and 
effects; but it does not appear probable that they could have been apprehended by those to 
whom the very notion of a First Cause had not been intimated. If however it were conceded, 
that some glimmering of this great truth might, by induction, have been discovered by con- 
templative minds thus circumstanced ; by what means could they have demonstrated to them- 
selves that that great collectioffof bodies which we call the world had but one Creator; that 
he is an incorporeal Spirit; that he is eternal, self-emistent, immortal, and independent ? 
Certain it is, that the argument 4 posteriori does not of itself fully confirm all these conclusions ; 
and the argument 4 priori, when directed to these mysterious points, is not, with all the 
advantages which we enjoy, so satisfactory, as to leave no rational ground of doubt’as to its ' 
conclusiveness. No sober-man, we apprehend, would be content with that as the only founda- 
tion of his faith and hope. If indeed the idea of God were innate, as some have contended, 
the question would be set at rest: But then every human being would be in possession of it. 
_ Of this there is not only no proof at all, but the evidence of fact 1s against it ;,and the doctrine 
ofinnate ideas may with confidence be pronounced a mere theory, assumed: to support favourite 
notions, but contradicted by all experience. We are all conscious that we gain the knowledge 
of God by instruction ; and we observe, that, in proportion to the want of instruction, men are 
ignorant, as of other things, so of God. Peter, the wild boy, who in the beginning of the 
last century, was found.in a wood in Germany, far from having any innate sense of God or 
religion, seemed to be incapable of instruction; and the aboriginal inhabitants of New Holland 
are found, to this day, in a state of knowledge but little superior, and certainly have no idea 
of the existence of one Supreme Creator, 
8) Hare’s Preservative against Socinianism. (9) Gleig’s Stackhouse Intro. 
{) Van Mildert’s Discourses. (2) Vide Parti,c.iv.  - 3 
3) “ Few, ifany, of the ancient Pagan philosophers, acknowledged God to be in the most proper sense, the 
Creator of the world. By calling him Anpispyos, ‘the Maker of the world,’ they did not mean, that he 
brought it out of non-existence into being ; but only that he built it out of pre-existent materials, and disposed 


it into a regular form, and order.” See ample proofs and illustrations in c. 13, part i, of LELaND’s Neces 
sity of Revelation. ; 
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“ It is therefore to be concluded, that we owe the knowledge of the existence of God, and of 
his attributes, to revelation alone; but, being now discovered, the rational evidence of both is 
copious, and irresistible; (4) so much so, that Atheism has never been able to make much. 
progress among mankind where this revelation has-been preserved. It is resisted by demon- 
Strations,too numerous, obvious, and convincing ; and is itself too easily proved to“involve the 
most revolting absurdities. : ; - 
No subject has employed the thoughts and pens of the most profound thinkers more than 
the demonstration of the being and attributes of God; and the evidence from fact, reason, and 
the nature of things, which has been collected, is large and instructive. These researches 
have not however brought to light any new attribute of God not found in Scripture. This isa 
pees presumption that the only source of our notions on this subject is the manifestation which. 
God has been pleased to make of himself, and a confirmation that human reason, if left-to itself, 
had never made the slightest:discovery respecting the ‘Divine Nature. But as to what is 
revealed, they are of great importance in the controversy with polytheism, and with that still 
more unnatural and monstrous perversion, the philosophy which denies a God. Sag 

_ Demonstrations both 4 priori and 4 posteriori, the former beginning with the cause, the latter 
with the effect, have beén attempted, not only of the being, but also ofall the attributes ascribed 
to God in the Holy Scriptures. On each we shall offer some observations and illustrations, 
taking the argument @ posteriori first, both because, as to the simple question of the being of a 
God, it is the only satisfactory and convincing proof; and, especially, because it is that only 
to which the Scriptures themselves refer us.. “ The heavens declare the glory of God, and the — 
firmament-showeth his handy work.”—* For the invisible things of him from the creation of the 
world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal power and 
Godhead.” —“ For by the greatness and beauty of the creatures proportionably the Maker of them 
is seen.” es am : f ; 

- Nature, as-one justly obServes, proceeds from causes to effects; but the most certain and 
successful investigations of man, proceed from effects to causes, and this is the character of 
what logicians have called the argument 4 posteriori. . Ee 

In philosophy it has been laid down as an axiom, “that no event or change comes to pass 
merely of itself, but that every change stands related to and implies the existence and influence 
of something else, in consequence of which such change comes.to pass, and which may be 
regarded as the principle, beginning, or source of the change referred to it. Accordingly the 
term cause is usually employed to denote the supposed principle of change; and the term 
effect is applied to the change considered in relation to the principle of change whence it pro- 
ceeded. This axiom or principle is usually thus expressed: ‘For every effect there must be 
a cause.”—“ Nothing exists or comes to pass without a cause.”—“ Nihil turpius philosopho 
quam fieri sine causa quicquam dicere.”” ne 

Rooted as this principle is in the common sense, and the common observation and experi- 
ence of mankind, it is assailed in the rnetaphysical Atheism of Hume, who appears to have 
borrowed his argument from the no less skeptical Hobbes, and the relation of cause and effect 
has in consequence been the subject of considerable controversy. f 

Causes have been distributed by logicians into efficient, material, final, and formal. Efficient 
causes are the agents that produce certain effects; material causes are the subjects on which 
the agent performs his operation ; or those contingent, natures which lie within the reach of 
the agent to influence. Final causes are the motives or purposes, which move to action, or 
the end for which any thing is done. Formal causes denote the changes resulting from the . 
operation of-the agent; or that which determines a thing tobe what it is, and distinguishes it 
from every thing else. : 


“It is with efficient causes as understood in the aboye distribution, that we are principally 
concerned. Mr. Hume and his followers have laid it down, that there is no instance in which 
we are able to perceive a necessary connection between two successive events; or to com- 
prehend in what manner the one proceeds from the other, as its cause. “From experience, 
they observe, indeed we learn, that there are many events, which are. constantly conjoined, 
so that the one invariably follows the other; but it is possible, for-any thing we know to the 
contrary, that this connection, though a constant one, as far as our observation has reached, 
may not be a necessary-connection; nay, it is possible, that there may be no necessary con- 
nections among any of the phenomena we see, and if there be any such connections existing, 
we may rest assured that we shall never be able discover them. This doctrine has however 
been admitted by many who not only deny the skeptical conclusions which Hobbes and 
Hume deduced from it, but who contend that it leads to a directly contrary conclusion. ‘The 
fallacy of this part of Mr. Hume’s system,” says Professor Stewart, “does not consist in his 
premises, but in the conclusion which he draws from them. The word cause is used, both by 
philosophers and the vulgar, in two senses, which are widely different. When it is said, that 


(4) “ Tell men there is a God, and their mind embraces it as a.nécessary truth; unfold his attributes, and 
they will see the explanation of them in his works. When the foundation is laid sure and firm that there is 
a God, and his will the cause of all things, ‘and nothing made but by his special appointment and command, 
then the order of beings will fill their minds with a due sense of the Divine Majesty, and they may be made 
he scale to raise juster conceptions, of what is immortal and invisible.”—ELis’s Knowledge of Divine 
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“every change in naturevindicates the operation of a’ cause ; bo word cause expresses-some- 
i which is supposed to he" nesessarily cone bite Wi > change, and without which it 
ie not have happened. . This may be ae ‘metaphysical meaning of th 
such causes may be called metaphysical or efficient, causes, In natural philosophy, however, 
when we speak of one thing being the cause of another, all that we mean is, that the two are 
constantly conjoined; so that when we see the one, we may expect the other. "hese con- 
u es acquaintance with them, we could 


unctions we learn from experience alone; and without ¢ V } 
‘not accommodate our conduct to the éstablished course of nature. ‘The causes which are the 


hysical causes.” (5) . By this distinction and concession all that is skeptical and atheistic, in 
Ges doctrine, is indeed ‘completely ‘refuted ; for if metaphysical, or efficient, causes be 
allowed, and also that “‘power, force, energy, and causation, are to be regarded as attributes of 
mind, and can. exist in mind only,” (6) it is of little consequence to. the argument as to the 
existence of a supreme First Cause, whether the constant succession of-events among physical 
causes, has a necessary connection or not; or in other words, whether what is purely: material 
can have the attribute of causation. The writer we have just quoted, thinks that this doctrine 
is “ more favourable to theism, than even the common notions upon this subject ;”—“‘if at the 
same time we admit the authority of that principle of the mind, which leads us to refer every 
change to an efficient cause,”—“as it keeps always in view, not only as the first, 
but as the constantly operating efficient cause ure, and as the great connecting principle’ 
among all the various phenomena which we observe.” (7) ‘This author still further thinks, 
that Mr. Hume has undesignedly furnished an a é by this error to Spinozism itself. 
“Mr. Hume’s doctrine, in the unqualified form in which he states it, may lead to other con- 
sequences not less dangerous; but if he had not the good fortune to conduct metaphysicians 
to the truth, he may at least be allowed*the merit of having shut up for ever, one of the most 
frequented and fatal paths which led them astray,”—“ the cardinal principle on which the 
whole system of Spinoza turns being, that all events, physical And moral, are necessarily 
linked together as causes and effects.” (8) _ = be ae 
When the doctrine is thus restricted to physical causes, its dangerous tendency is greatly 
weakened, if not altogether neutralized; yet, notwithstanding the authority with which it has 
been, supported, it may be suspected that it is radically unsound, and that it leads to conse- 
quences very contradictory to the experience of mankind, or, at best, that it is rather a 
philosophical paradox or quibble, than a philosophic discovery. What are called, above, 
metaphysical or efficient causes are admitted, with respect to mind, of which “power, force, 
energy, and causation, are attributes.” ‘* One kind of cause, namely, what a man, or any other © 


~ living being, is to his own voluntary actions, or to. those changes which he produces directly 


in himself, and indirectly in himself, by the occasional exertion of his own power,” says Dr. 
Gregory, (9): “may. be called for distinction’s sake an agent. ‘That there are such agents, and, 
“that many events are to be referred to them, as either wholly or partly their causes or principles 
_of change, is not only core but even self-evident.” We are all conscious of power to. 
“produce certain effects, and we are sure that there is between this cause_and the effect pro- — 
duced, more than.a mere relation of antecedence and sequence, for we are conscious not only 
of designing to produce the effect, but of the exertion of power, though we do not always 
know the medium by which the power acts upon the object,.as when we move the hand or 
foot voluntarily, nor the mode in which the exerted energy connects itself with the result. 
t the result follows the will, and however often this is repeated, it is still the same. The 
relations between physical causes and effects must be different from this; but if according to 
the doctrine of Hume it were only-a relation of succession, the following absurdities, as stated 
by Dr. Reid, (1) would inevitably follow—“‘night would be the cause of day, and day the 
cause of night; for no two things have more constantly follawed each other since the.begin- 
ning of the world. Any thing, for what we know; may be the cause of any thing, since 
nothing is essential to a cause but its being constantly followed by the effect ; what is unintelli- 
gent may be the cause of what is intelligent; folly may be the cause of wisdom, and evil of good; 
and thus all reasoning from the effect to thé nature of the cause, and all redsoning from final 
causes, must be given up as fallacious.” Physical causes, as for example, what impulse 4s to 
motion, heat to expansion, fusion, and evaporation; the earth to the fall of a stone toward it: the | 
sun and moon to the tides; express a relation different from that between man and any of his 
voluntary actions; but it cannot be the samé as the relation of priority and succession among 
things or events. Men have been mistaken, in some cases, in taking the circumstances of the 
succession of one event to another as a proof of their relation as cause and effect; but even 
that shows that, in the fixed opinion of mankind, constant succession, when there is an appear= 
ance of the dependence of one thing upon another, implies more than mere succession, and 
that what is considered as the cause has.an effictency either from itself, or by derivation, b 
which the effect is brought to pass. It is truly observed by Dr. Brown, (2) “We find by 
observation and experience that such and such-effects are produced ; but when we attempt to 


(5) “ Elements-of the Philosophy of the Human Mind.” (6) Ibid. (7) Ibid. (8). Dissertation 
“big to the Supplement of the Encyclo. Britt, (9) Literary and Philosophical Essays: (1) Reid’s 
Ssays, (2) Procedure, &¢, of the Human Understanding. ” x 
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icient causes, it contradicts all consciousness and the experience founded upon it ; if ivapplies 
only to physical causes, it.either confounds them with efficient causes, or says in paradoxical 
language, only what has been better said by others, and that without any danger of involving 
either absurd or dangerous consequences. “ When an event is produced atcording to a known 
law of natufe, the law of nature is called the cause.of that event. But a law of nature’is not 
the efficient cause of any event; it is onl rule according to which the efficient cause acts. 
A lawis a thing conceived in the mind of a rational 6767 sl a’ thingaaect has a real 
‘existence, and therefore like a motive, it can neither act nor be acted upo consequently 
cannot be an efficient cause. If there be no being 1 according to that las, it produces 
no effect.” (3) ~“ All things that e in the world, are done immediately by | imself, 
dbeings being evidently not at all apie oh ny lav 


or by created intelligent ; matte y 4 
powers whatever, any more than it is capable of intelligence ; excepting only this one nega- 
tive. Bey, , that part of it = itself, always and necessarily continue in that state, 

_whether of rest or mot wherein it at present is. So that.all those things which we com- 
monly say are thie effects by ae : , thatter and laws of motion, of gravitation, 
attraction, 2 like, are indeed, (if we will speak strictly and properly,) the effects of God’s 
acting upon matter continually, and every moment, cither immediately be hirnself, or medi- 
ately by some created intelligent beings. powers ot there is no such thing as what men 


“oramonly call the course of ere sg fee nied The course - nature, truly 

and properly-speaking, is nothing ¢ tt roducing certain-effects in a con- 

tinued; regular, constant, and a ai manner.” (4y © £ Y ; Mt ght 
The true state of the case ‘appears to be, 1, That there.are efficient causes, and that the 


~ relation between them and their effects are necessary, since, without the operation of the 


*% 


efficient, the effect would not take place. This we find in ourselves, and we proceed there- 
fore upon the surest ground when we ascribé effects which are above human power, to a 
“causation which is more than human, and; in the case of the phenomena of universal nature, 


id their effects there is a rélation or connection very differen it of @ mere order of 
ession, which in fact is a relation which entirely excludes the idea of causation in any 
. According to the present establishéd order of nature, this also may be termed 2 
necessary connection, although not necessary in the sense of its being the only method by which 
the infinite and first efficient could produce the effect. His resources are doubtless boundless ; 
but having established a certain order in nature, or, in other words, having given certain 


powers and properties to matter, with reference to a rnutual operation of different bodies upon 


eachother, his supreme efficiency, his causing power, takes its direction and displays itself in 
this order, and is modified by the pre-established and constantly upheld properties through and 
by which it operates. ‘So far, and in this sense, the relation between physical causes and 
effects is a necessary one, and the doctrine of final causes is thus established by those wondrous 
arrangements.and adaptations in the different parts of nature, and in individual bodies, which 
carry on, and conduct the ever-acting efficiency of God to those wise and beneyolent ends 
which he ‘has proposed. Thus the sun, by virtue of a previously established adaptation 
between its own qualities, the earth’s atmosphere and the human eye, is the necessary cause 
‘of light and vision, though the true efficient be the Creator himself, ever present to his own 
arrangements; as the spring of a watch is the necessary cause of the motion of the wheels 
and indices, though the efficient, in the proper sense, is the artist himself who framed the 
whole, In these cases, there is however this difference to be o though it affects not 
the argument of a secondary physical causation, that the maker of a watch, finding certain 
bodies, endued with certain primary properties, may array them one against the other, and 
so leave his work to go on without his constant impulse and interposition; but in nature the 
primary properties of matter, and its existence itself are derived and dependent, and need the 
1 oo upholding of him who spake them out of nothing, and by whom they all consist.” 
_ The relation of cause and effect according to the common sense and observation of man- 
kind, being thus established, (5) we proceed to the arguments which are founded upon’tt. ” 
“‘* i Reid’s Essays. (4) Dr. Samuel Clarke... ; 
5) The language of every nation is formed on the connection between cause and effect. For in every 
language there are not only inany words directly expressing ideas of this subject, such as cause, efficiency 
= ®, 
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“posteriori. Sadie BOF Mae coe Ane id ea i Fy (eins 
- An-argument @ priori, is § argument from somet. antecedent to somet! consequent ; 
principle to corollary ; from cause to effect. An arg it @ posteriori, -0' -contrary, is. 


oborative evidence, @ 


_» an argument from consequent to-anteced , from effect to cause. Both th Se ‘oof have 
been resorted to in support of the doctrine of the existence of God; but it is on the latter only 
that, any dependence can be placed, and the demonstration is too strong to needa doubtful 

“auxiliary. aed oe : He ok <S Saltiee cal St 
~The first argument, @ posteriori, for the existence of a Cg. is drawn from wi st 
times: 


use of to prove the existence of a 
Supreme Creator, it is unquestionably a ent which proceeds ‘from leons' mt to ante- 
eadent from ‘effect to cause. Thi 


, nx fortuitous, and was produced by a cause adequate to the production. st adequate. cause, 


_ is'invariably intended, a cause possessing and exerting an efficacy suffiei any effect 
‘to pass. In the present case an adequate cause is one possessing, and g: the under- 
mnding necessary to contrive, and the power necessary to create, such a be the man 


y 


n question. This cause is what we are accustomed to call God. The understa 
3 cary to contrive, and the power necessary to create g ote guigr sanded: of th 
oa dt ody, ‘admit of no limits. He who can contrive and create such a being, 


an 
or ate any thing. _He-whoactually contrived and created man, certainly contrived nd created 
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"Phe seme éreument is given more copiously, but with great clearness, by Mr. Howe. 
“We therefore. begin with God’s existence; for the evineing of which, we may be most 
irst, that there hath been somewhat or other from ternity; or that, looking 
backw somewhat of ‘real being must be confessed eternal. Let such as have not been 


used to think of any thing more than what they could see with their eyes, and to:;whom 


2 


“® reasoning only seems difficult because they have not tried what they can.do in it, but use. 
their thoughts a little, and by moying them a few easy steps, they will soon find themselves © 


as sure of this as that they see, or hear, or understand, or ‘are any thing. ‘ 
“ For being sure that something now is (that you see, for instance, or are something,) you 
must then acknowledge, that certainly something always was, and hath ever been, or been 


e. : 
Ser +s. i - es : ® 
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from all eternity; or else you mist say, that, some time, nothing was; or thatall being once 


was not. And so, since you find that some thing now is, there was a time when all being did 
_ begin to be; that is, that.till that time there was nothing; but now, at that time, something 

first began to be. For what can be plainer than that if all being some time was not, and now 

some being is, every thing of being had a beginning. ‘And thence it would follow, that some 

being, that is, the first that ever began to be, did of itself start up out of nothing, or made 
- itself to be when before nothing was. ~ 7M, ; 


“But now, do you not plainly see that It is altogether impossible any thing should do so; © 


yy 


that is, when it was as yet nothing, and when nothing at all as yet was, that it should make 
itself, or com into. being of itself? For surely making itself is doing something. But can 
that which is othing do any thing? — Unto all doing, there must be some doer. Wherefore 
a thing must be before it. can do any thing; and, therefore it would follow, that it was 
before it was; or was and was not, was something and-nothing, at the same time. “Yea, and 
that it was diverse from itself; for a cause must be a distinct thing from that which is 
caused by it. Wherefore it is most apparent, that some-being hath ever been, or did neve 
begin to be. ; Ro ME WS ee : a 1 
“ Whence, further, it is also evident, Secondly, That some being was uncaused, or was ever 
of itself without any\cause. For what never was from another had never any cause, since 


nothing could be its own cause. And somewhat, as appears from what hath been said; never 


was from another.” Or it may be plainly argued thus; that either some being was uncaused, 
or all being was caused. But if all being was caused, then some one at least was the cause 
of itself; which hath been already shown impossible. Therefore the expression commonly 
used concerning the first being, that it was of itself, is only to be taken negatively, that is, that. 
it was not of another ; not positively, as if it did some time make itself. Or what there i 

positive signified by that form of speech, is only to be taken thus, that it was a being of that 


effect, production, produce, effectuate, create, generate, &c, or words equivalent to these; but every verb ix : 
every language, except the intransitive impersonal verbs; and the verb substantive, involves of course caus 


sation or efficiency, and refers always to an agent, or cause, in such a manner, that without the operation o 
this cause or agent, the verb would have no meaning.—All mankind, except a few atheistical and s Sea 
philosophers, have thus agreed in acknowledging this connection, and they have acknowledged it as fully as 


others in their customary language. They have. spoken ae as other men speak, and the connecti 


between cause and effect is as often declared in their conyersation and writings, and as much relied on, as 19 


those of other men,—Dwient’s THEOLOGY, vol. i, p. 5. 
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nature, es that it was impossible it should ever not have been; not that it did ever of itself 

‘Step out of not being into-beings AY aos ‘ ) ; 

_ “ And now it is hence further evident, Thirdly, that some being is independent upon any: 

other, that is, whereas it already app ars that some being did: neyer depend on any other, as 


@ productive cause, and was not beholden to any other, that it might come into being; it is 
thereupon equally evident that-it is simply independent, or cannot be beholden to any for its 
continued being.. For what did never need a productive cause, doth as little need a sustaining 
or conserving cause. And to make this more plain, either some being is independent, or all 
ing is de 
depend. efore to say, that all beimg doth depend, is to say, it depends on nothing, that 
is, that it depends not. For to depend on nothing, is not to depend. It is therefore a manifest 
contradiction to say that all being doth depend; against which it is no relief to urge, that all 
ings do circularly depend on one another. (6) For so, however the whole circle or sphere 
of being should depend on nothing ; or one at last depend on itself, which negatively taken, 
as before, is true, and the thing we contend for—that one, the common support of all the rest, 
depends not:on any thing without itself. a hey : Mee J 

“ Whence aiso it is plainly consequent, Fourthly, That such a Being is necessary, or doth 
necessarily exist: that is, that it is of such a nature as that it could not or cannot but be. For 
what is in being, neither by its own choice, nor any other’s, is necessarily. But what was 
not made by itself, (which hath been shown to be impossible,)nor by any other, (as it hath 
been proved something was not,) it is manifest, it neither depended on its choice, nor any: 
other’s that it is. - And therefore, its existence is not owing to choice at all, but to the neces- 
sity of its own nature. Wherefore it is always by a simple, absolute, natural necessity i 
being of a nature to which it is altogether repugnant and impossible ever not to have been, or 
ever to cease from being. And now haying gone thus far, and being assured, that hitherto 
we feel the ground firm under us; that is, having gained a full certainty, that there is an 
eternal, uncaused, independent, necessary Being, and therefore actually and everlastingly 
existing ; we may advance one step further, 

“ And with equal assurance add, Fifthly, that this eternal, independent, uncaused, neces- 
sary Being, is self-active ; that is, (which is at present meant,) not such as acts upon itself, 
but that which hath the power of acting upon other things, in and of itself, without deriving 
it from any other. Or at least-that-there is such a Being as is eternal, uncaused, &c, having 
the power of action in and of itself... For either such a Being as hath been already evinced is 
of itself active or unactive, or hath the power of action of itself or not. If we will say the 
latter, let it be considered what we say, and to what purpose we say it. 

“J. We are to weigh what it is we affirm, when we speak of an eternal, uncaused, inde- _ 

endent, necessary Being, which is of itself totally wnactive, or destitute of any active power. 

f we will say there is some such thing, we will confess, when we have called it something, 
it is a very silly, despicable, idle something, and a something, (if we look upon it alone,) as 
good as nothing. For there is but little odds between being nothing, and being able to do 
nothing. We will again confess, eternity, self-origination, independency, necessity of exist- 
ence, to be very great and highly dignifying attributes; and import 4 most inconceivable 
excellency. For what higher glory can we ascribe to any being, than to acknowledge it to 
have been from eternity of itself, (7) without being beholden to any other, and to be such as 
that it can be and cannot but be in the same state, self-subsisting, and self-sufficient to all 
eternity? But can our reason either direct or endure, that we should so incongruously misplace 
50 magnificent attributes as these, and ascribe the prime glory of the most excellent Being unto 
that which is next to nothing? But if any in the mean time will be so inconsiderate as te 
say this, let it . ; ; 

“2. Be considered: to what purpose they say it. Is it to exclude a necessary self-active 
Being? But it can signify nothing to that purpose. For such a Being they will be forced to 
acknowledge, let.them do what they can (besides putting out their pwn eyes) notwithstanding. 


dent. But-there is nothing without the compass of all being whereon it may 


(6) The notion of an‘infinite series of caused and successiye beings is absurd; for of this infinite series, 
either some one part has not been successive to any other, or else all the several parts of it have been suc- 
cessive. Ifsome one part of it was not successive, then it had a first part, which destroys the supposition 
of its infinity. If all the several parts of it have been successive, then haye they al] once been future : but 
if they have all been future, a time may be conceived, when none of them had existence : and if s0, then it 
follows, either that all the parts and consequently the zwhole of this infinite series must have arisen from 
nothing, which is absurd ; or‘else, that there must be something in the whole, besides what is contained in 
all the parts, which is also absurd. See Clarke’s Demonstration, and Woolaston’s Religion of Nature. 
A chain,” says Dr. Paley, ‘composed of an infinite number of links can no more support itself, than i 
chain composed of a finite number of links. If we increase the number of links from ten to a hundred, an 
from a hurdred to a thousand, &c, we make not the smallest approach, we observe not the smallest tendency 
toward self-support.”? } ; gat , 

(7) “ We will acknowledge an impropriety in this word, and its conjugate, eeliyet aie ot cate 
hereafter used: which yet is recompensed by their conyeniency; as they may perhaps find who sha aa e 
trial how to express the sense intended by them in other words. And they are used ae pee that 
it can be thought they are meant to signify as if God eyer gave original to himself; but in the i pain 
that he never received it from any other; yea, and that he is, what is more than equivalent to us being se 
caused; namely, a Being of himself so excellent as not to need or be ca pable to admit any cause. 
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hy do they acknowledge any necessary being at all, that was ever of itself? Is it not 
te ker Gantt, py ee a for their hearts, tell how it was ever possible that any thing 
at all could come into being? But, finding that something is, they are compelled to acknow- 
ledge that something hath ever been, necessarily and of itself. No other account could be 
given how other things came to be. But what? doth it signify any thing toward the giving 
an account of the original of all other things, to suppose only an eternal, self-sul , unactive, 
Being? Did that cause other things to be? Will not their own breath choke them if they 
attempt to utter the self-contradicting words, an unactive cause, which is efficient or the author 
of any thing? And do they not see they are as far from their mark, or do no more toward 
the assigning an original to all other things, by supposing an eternal, unactive being only ; 
than if they supposed none at all? That which can do-nothing, can no more be the productive 
cause of another, than that which is nothing. Wherefore, by the same reason that hath 
constrained us to acknowledge an eternal, uncaused, independent, necessary Being, we are 
also unavoidably led to acknowledge this Being to be self-active, or such as hath the power 
of action in and of itself; or that there is certainly such a Being, who is the cause of all the 
things which our senses tell us are existent in the world. al 

“For what else is left us to say or think?) Will we think fit to say that all things we 
behold, were, as they now are, necessarily existent from all eternity? That were to speak 
against our own eyes, which continually behold the rise and fall of hving things, of whatsoever 
sort or kind, that’can come under their notice. For all the things we behold, are in some 
respect or other, internally or externally, continually changing, and therefore could never long be 
beheld as they are. And to say then, they have been continually changing from eternity, and 
yet have been necessarily, is unintelligible and flat nonsense. For what is necessarily, is 
always the same; and what is in this or that posture necessarily, (that is, by an intrinsic, 
simple and absolute necessity, which must be here meant,) must be ever so. Wherefore to 
suppose the world in this or that state necessarily, and yet that such a state is changeable, is 
an impossible and self-contradicting supposition. =. . . 

“But now, since we find that the present state of things is changeable, and actually chang- 
ing, and that what is changeable is not necessarily, and of itself; and>since it is evident that 
there is some necessary being, otherwise nothing could ever have been; and that without 
action nothing could be from it; since also all change imports somewhat of passion, and all 
passion supposes action; and all action, active power, and active power, an original seat or 
subject, which is self-active, or hath the power of action in and of itself; (for there could be no 
derivation of it from that which hath it not, and no first derivation, but from that which hath 
it originally of itself; and a first derivation there must be, since all things that are, or ever 
have been, furnished with it, and not of themselves, must either immediately or mediately 
have derived it from that which had it of itself;) it is therefore manifest that there is a neces- 
roth self-active Being, the Cause and Author of this perpetually variable state and frame of 

ings. . : 

“And hence, since we can frame no notion of life which self-active power doth not, at least, 
comprehend, (as upon trial we shall find that we cannot,) it is consequent, Sixthly, That this 
being is also originally vital, and the root of all vitality, such as hath life in or of itself, and 
from whence it 1s propagated to every other living thing.” (8) = ; 

The self-existent, eternal, selfactive and vital Being, whose necessary existence has thus 
been proved, is also intelligent ; of which the demonstration @ posteriori is large and convin 
For since we are speaking of a Being who is himself independent, and upon whom all 
depend ; and from the dependence of every thing we see around us, we necessarily infer a 
cause of them, whom we do not see, but who must ‘himself be independent, and fronmi whem 
they must have originated; their actual existence, and their being upheld and sustained, 
prove his power, and their arrangement, and wise and evidently intentional disposition, prove 
also-his intelligence. ; 

In the proposition that the self-existent and original cause of all thmgs must be an intelligent 
Being, Dr. Samuel Clarke justly observes, lies the main question between us and Atheists. 
“For that something must be self-existent, and that that whieh is selfexistent must be 
eternal and infinite, and the original cause of all things, will not bear much dispute. But 
Atheists, whether they hold the world to be of itself eternal, both as to’matter and form, or 
whether they hold the matter to be eternal, and the form contingent, or whatever hypothesis 
they frame;xhaye always asserted and must maintain, either directly or indirectly, that. the 
self-existent Being is not an intelligent Being; but either pure inactive’ matter, or (which in 
other words is the very same thing,) a mere necessary agent. “Kor a mere necessary agent 
must of necessity either be plainly and directly in the grossest Sense unintelligent, which was 
the notion of the ancient Atheists of the self-existent Being; or else its intelligence, according 
to Spinoza and some moderns, must be wholly separate from any power of will and choice, 
which in respect of excellency and perfection, or indeed to any common sense, is the very 
same thing as no intelligence at all. Now that the selfexistent Being is not such a blind and 
wrintelligent necessity, but in the most proper sense an understanding and really active Being, 
does not indeed so obviously and directly appear to us by considerations @ priori; but 4 


{8) Living Temple. 
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pomerior: olinost every thing in the world demonstrates to us this great truth, and affords 
wadeniable arguments to prove that the world and all sbenithennn are the effects of an 
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witexisent Being, whatever that be supposed ta be, must of necessity (being the original 1 of 
all things) contain in itself the surn and highest of all the perfecti ae ines Not 

ha i'n eet ust tertone avs al ble perfect ; (thi 
pry neon y' me 80 easily demonstrated a priori :) but because 


in the world ; because intelli is one of those ions. All things therefore oe 
ee eegatengesl sndigunacapculig tonntt cote Biced gual fica 
“There is no possibility for an Atheist to avoid the force of this at any other way 
than by asserting one of thése two things; either that there is no shellijent bene atl in the 
universe; or that intelligence is no distinct perfection, but merely a composition of figure and 
motion, 08 chour ond, wounds axe yulgatly supposed to be. Of the former of these assertions 
ery mar’s own consciousness is an abundant confatation.. For they who contend that 
parc eRe ere PO TING ied (iguana Nyay ¢ Ramige men are so too.- An 
octane ah a ant ae weal shal ism ligs,) is most absurd and 
shall be shown. 


without any original cause at all, an infinite succession of men, whereof no one 
map wr Cr Ag but every one 4 dependent and communicated being; or else thes 
enducds, with perception and consciousness, must at sore time or other have arisen 
parely out of that which had no such quality as sense, perception, or consciousness; or else 
they taust have been produced by some intelligent superior being. There never was nor can 
be any Atheist whatwever, that can deny but one of these three suppositions must be the truth, 
If therelore the two former can be proved to be false and impossible, the latter must be owned. 
to be demnonstrably true. Now the first is imapossible, is evident from what has been 
aresay sid. And that the second is likewise impossible, may be thus demonstrated: 
“Nf pexception or intelligence be any real distinct quality, or perfection; and not a mere 
Hed o vnaypsition of ummuielligent figure and motion; then beings endued with perception 
on cmminnsitit, can never possibly have arisen purely out of that which itself had no such 
quality a8 perception or consciousness; because nothing can ever give to another any perfec- 
ton which it natn not either actually in itself, or at least in a higher degree. This is very 
ident + because, if any thing could give to another any perfection which it has not itself, 
that perfection would be caused absolutely by nothing; which is a plain contradiction. If 


nes mobility, and other qualities of matter, are confessed to be given 
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which has no intelligence ite; the answer is very : First, that colours, sounds, tastes, 
and the like, are by no means elects arising from rere Rue and money there being nothing 
in the bodies themselves, the objects of the senses, that has any of Ee ae o any 

which is 


that, most absurd supposition, that the mind itself is nothing but mere matter, and not at all 
an imfaterion substance. For, even wing it to be mere matter, yet he must needs con- 
fess it to be such matter, as is end not only with figure and motion, but also with the 
quality A intelligence and perception: and consequently, as to the present question, it will 
will to the satwe thing; that colours, sounds, and the like, which are not qualities of 
unintelligent bodies, but perceptions of mind, can no more be caused by, or arise from mere 
wnintdligent figure, and motion, than colour can be a triangle, or sound a square, or some- 
thing be caused by nothing, Secondly ; as to the other part of the objection, that figure, 
divisibility, mobility, ond cher qualities of matter, are (as we ourselves acknowledge) given 
it from God, who Yet cannot, without extreme blasphemy, be said to have any such qualities 
, ; ond that therefore, in like manner, penenpe or intelligence may arise out of that 
which has no ii ence itself; the answer is still easier: that figure, divisibility, mobility, 
and other such like qualities of matter, are not real, proper, distinct and positive powers, but 
ive qualities, deficiencies, or i ions. And though no cause can cormmunicate 

to te Aled gay real perfection which it has not itself, yet the effect may easily haye many 
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imperfections, deficiencies, or negative qualities, which are not in the cause. Though there- 
fore figure, divisibility, mobility, and the like, (which are mere negations, as all limitations 
and all defects of powers are,) may be in the effect, and not in the cause; yet intelligence, 
(which I now suppose, and shall prove immediately, to be a distinct quality; and which no 
man can say is a mere negation ;) cannot possibly be so. f 1 v ‘ it 

“Having therefore thus demonstrated, that if perception or intelligence be supposed to be 
a distinct quality or perfection, (though even but of matter only, if the Atheist pleases,) and 
not a mere effect or composition of unintelligent figure and motion ; then beings endued with 
perception or consciousness can never have arisen purely out of that which had no such 

uality as perception or consciousness; because nothing can ever give to ‘another wer perfec- 
tion, which it has not itself: it will easily appear, secondly, that perception or intelligence 1s 
really such a distinct quality or perfection, and not possibly a mere effect or composition of 
unintelligent figure and motion: and that for this plain reason, because intelligence is not 
figure, and consciousness is not motion, For whatever can arise from, or be compounded of 
any things, is still only those very things of which it was compounded. And if infinite 
compositions or divisions be made eternally, the things will be but eternally the same. And 
all their possible effects ean never be any thing but repetitions of the same. For instance : 
All possible changes, compositions, or divisions of figure, -are still nothing but figure : and all 
ossible compositions or effects of motion, can eternally be nothing but mere motion. If 
therefore there ever was a time when there was nothing in the universe but matter and motion, 
there never could have been any thing else therem but matter and motion. And it would 
have been as impossible, there should ever have existed any such thing as intelligence or 
‘consciousness; or even any such thing as light, or heat, or sound, : or colour, or any of those 
we call secondary qualities of matter; as it 1s now impossible for motion to be blue or red, or 
for a triangle to be transformed into a sound. That which has been apt to deceive men in 
this matter, is this, that they imagine compounds to"be somewhat really different from that of 
which they are compounded : which is a very great mistake. For all the things, of which 
men so judge, either, if they be really different, are not compounds nor effects of what men 
judge them to be, but are something totally distinct ; as when the vulgar think colours and 
sounds to be properties inherent in bodies, when indeed they are purely thoughts of the mind : 
or else, if they be really compounds and effects, then they are not different, but exactly the 
same that ever they were; as, when two triangles put together make a square, that square is 
still nothing but two triangles ; or when a square cut in halves makes two triangles, those 
two triangles are still only the two halves of a square; or when the mixture of blue and 
yellow powder makes a green, that green is still nothing but blue and yellow intermixed, as is 
plainly visible by the help of microscopes, “And in short, every thing by composition, division 
or motion, is nothing else but the very same it was before, taken either in whole or in parts, or 
in different place or order. He therefore that will affirm intelligence to be the effect of a system 
of unintelligent matter in motion, must either affirm intelligence to bea mere name or external 
denomination of certain figures and motions, and that it differs from unintelligent figures and 
motions, no otherwise than as a circle or triangle differs from a square, which is evidently 
absurd; or else he must suppose ute be a real distinct quality, arising from certain motions 
of a system of mattter not in itself intelligent ; and then this no less evidently absurd conse- 
quence would follow, that one quality inhered in another ; for, in that case, not the substance 
itself, the particles of which the system consists, but the mere mode, the particular mode of 
motion and figure, would be intelligent, 

“That the self-existent and original cause of allthings, is an intelligent being, appears 
abundantly from the excellent variety, order, beauty, and wonderful contrivance, and fitness 
of all things in the world, to their proper and respective ends. Since therefore things are 
thus, it must unavoidably be granted, (even by the most obstinate Atheist,) either that all 
plants and animals are originally the work of an intelligent Being, and created by him in 
time; or that having been from eternity in the same order and method they now are in, they 
are an eternal effect of an eternal intelligent Cause continually exerting his infinite power 
and wisdom; or else that without any self-existent original at all, they have been derived 
one from another in an eternal succession, by an infinite progress of dependent causes, The. 
first of these three ways is, the conclusion we assert: the second, (so far as the éause of 
Atheism is concerned,) comes to the very same thing: andthe third I have already shown 
to be absolutely impossible and a contradiction. 

“ Supposing it was possible that the form of the world, and all the visible things contained 
therein, with the order, beauty, and exquisite fitness of their parts; nay, supposing that even 
intelligence itself, ‘with consciousness and thought, in all the beings we know, could possibly 
be the result or effect of mere unintelligent matter, figure, and motion ; (which is the most 
unreasonable and impossible supposition in the world ;) yet even still there would remain an 
undeniable demonstration, that the self-existent being, (whatever it be supposed to be,) must 
be intelligent, For even these principles themselves, unintelligent figure and motion, could 
never have possibly existed, without there had been before them an intelligent cause. | 
instance in motion. It is evident there is now such a thing as motion in the world; which 
either began at some time or other, or was eternal. If it began at any time, then the question 
is granted, that the first cause is an intelligent being: for mere unintelligent matter, and thas 
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at rest, it is manifest, could never of itself begin to move., On the contrary, if motion was 
eternal, it was either eternally caused by some eternal intelligent Being, or it must of itself be 
necessary and self-existent; or else, without any necessity in its own nature, and without 
any external necessary cause, it must have existed from eternity by an endless successive 
communication. If motion was eternally caused by some eternal intelligent Being; this also 
is granting’ the question, as to the present dispute. If it was of itself necessary and self 
existent ; then it follows, that it must be a contradiction in terms, to suppose any matter to be 
at rest: besides, (as there is no end of absurdities,) it must. also imply a contradiction, to 
suppose that there might possibly have been originally more or less motion in the universe 
than there actually was: which is so very absurd a consequence, that Spinoza himself, though 
he expressly asserts all things to be necessary, yet seems ashamed here to speak out his 
cpinion, or rather plainly contradicts himself in the question about the original of motion. 
But if it be said, lastly, that motion, without any necessity in its ownnature, and without any 
external necessary cause, has existed from eternity, merely by an endless successive commu- 
nication, as Spinoza, inconsistently enough, seems to assert ; this I have before shown to be a 

in contradiction. It remains therefore, that motion must of necessity be originally caused 

y something that is intelligent; or else there never could have been any such thing as motion 
in the world. And consequently the self-existent Being, the original Cause of all things (what- 
ever it is supposed to be,) must of necessity be an intelligent being.” 

The argument from the existence of motion to the existence of an intelligent First Cause is 
so convincing, that the further illustration of it, in which the absurdities of Atheism are exhi- 
bited in another view, will not be unacceptable, 

“Consider that all this motion and motive power must have some source and fountain 

diverse from the dull and sluggish matter moved thereby, unto which it already hath appeared 
impossible that it should originally and essentially belong. x : 
_ “ Also that the mighty active Being, which hath been proved necessarily existent, and 
whereto it must first belong, if we suppose it destitute of the self-moderating principle of 
wisdom and counsel, cannot but be always exerting its motive power, invariably used to the 
same degree, that is, to its very utmost, and can never cease or fail to do so. For its act 
knows no limit but that of its power, (if this can have any,) and its power is essential to it, 
and its essence is necessary. 

“ Further, that the motion impressed upon the matter of the universe must hereupon 
necessarily have received a continual increase ever since it came into being. 

_ “ That supposing this motive-power to have been exerted from eternity, it must have been 
increased long ago to an infinite excess. 

“ That hence the coalition of the particles of matter for the forming of any thing, had been 
altogether impossible: for let us suppose this exerted motive power to have been, any 
instant, but barely sufficient for such a formation ; because that could not be despatched in an 
instant, it would, by its continual increase, be grown so over-sufficient, as, in the next instant, 
to dissipate the particles, but now beginning to unite. 

“ At least; it would be most apparent, that if ever such a frame of things as we now behold 
could have been produced, that motive power, increased to so infinite. an excess, must have 
shattered the whole frame in pieces, many an age ago, cr rather never have permitted that 
such a thing as we call an age could possibly have been. 

“ Our experience gives us not to observe any such destructive or remarkable changes in the 
course of nature, and this indeed (as was long ago foretold) is the great argument of the 
atheistical scoffers in these latter days, that. things remain as they were from the beginning 
of the creation to this day. But let it be soberly weighed, how it is possible that the general 
consistency, which we observe in things throughout the universe, and their steady orderly 
posture, can stand with this momently increase of motion, 

“ For we see when we throw a stone out of our hand, whatever of the impressed force it 
imparts to the air, through which it makes its way, or whatever degree of it vanishes of itself, 
it yet retains a part a considerable time, which carries it all the length of its journey, and 
does not vanish and die away on the sudden. So when we here consider in the continual 
momently renewal of the same force, always necessarily going forth from the same mighty 
agent, without any moderation or restraint, that every following impetus doth so immediately 
overtake the former, that whatever we can suppose lost, is yet abundantly over-supplied ; 
upon the whole, it cannot fail to be ever growing, and before now must have grown to that 
all-destroying excess before mentioned. ; 

“Tt is therefore evident, that as without the supposition of a self-active Being, there could 
be no such thing as motion, so without the supposition of an intelligent Being, (that is, that the 
same Being be both self-active and intelligent,) there could be no regular motion, such as 1s 
absolutely necessary to the forming and continuing of any of the compacted bodily substances, 
which our eyes behold every day; yea, or of any whatsoever, suppose we their figures, their 
shapes, to be as rude, as deformed and useless as we can imagine, much less such as the 
ror seine compositions, and the exact order of things in the universe do evidently require and 

scover,”” (9 ; 

The proof Pop the original cause of all things is an intelligent Being, alluded to above by 


(9) Howe’s Living Temple. 
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Dr. S. Clarke, as exhibited by the excellent variety, order, beauty, and wonderful contrivance 
and fitness of all things,in the world to their proper and respective ends, has, from the copious 
and almost infinite illustration of which it is capable, been made a distinct) branch of theo- 
logical science. It is the most obvious and popular, and therefore the most useful argument 
in favour of the: intelligence of that Being of infinite perfections, we call God ; it is'that to 
which the Holy Scriptures refer us for the confirmation of their own doctrineon this subject, 
and it has been constantly resorted to by all writers on this first principle of religion im every 
age. When it has been considered separately, and the proofs from nature have been largely 
given, it has been designated “Natural Theology,” and has given rise to many important 
works, equally entertaining, instructive, arid convincing. (1) ‘The basis, and indeed the plan, 
of Dr. Paley’s Natural Theology, are found-in the third and following chapters of Howe’s 
Living Temple ; but the outline has been filled up, and the subject expanded by that able - 
writér with ereat felicity of illustration, and acute and powerful argument. From the platform 
of Paley’s work, as it may be found in “the Living Temple,” T shall.give a few extracts; 
which, though they appear ia the “ Natural Theology” in a more expansive: form, strength- 
ened by additional examples, anid clothed in some of the instances given with a more correct 
philosophy, are not superséded. Théy bear upon the conclusion with an irresistible force, 
and aré expressed with a noble eloquence, though m language a little antiquated in structure. 
“ As nothing can be produced without a cause, so no cause can work above or beyond its 
own capacity and natural aptitude. Whatsoever therefore is ascribed to any cause, above 
and beyond its ability, all that surplusage is ascribed to no cause at all: and so’an effect, in 
that part at least, were supposed without a cause. And if it then follow when an effect is 
aehon that it had a cause; why doth it not equally follow, when an effect.is produced, 
aving manifest chatacters of wisdom and design upon it, that it had a wise and designing 
cause? ‘If it be said, there are some fortuitous or casual (at least’ undesigned) productions, 
that look like the effects of wisdom and contrivance, but indeed are not, as the birds so orderly 
and seasonably making their nests, the bees their comb, and the spider its web, which are 
capable of no desigit, that exception needs to be well proved before it be admitted ; and that 
it be plainly demonstrated, both that these creatures are not:capable of design, and that there 
is not a universal, designing cause, from whose: directive as well as operative influence, no 
imaginable effect or event can be exempted. In which case it will no more be necessary, that 
every creaturé that is observed steadily to work toward an end, should itself design and 
know it, than that an artificer’s tools should know what he is doing with them; but if they 
do not, it is plain he must. And surely it-lies upon them-who so except, to prove in this case. 
what they say, and not to be so precarious as to bég, or think us so easy as to grant, so 
much, only becausé they have thought fit to say it, or would fain have it so, that is, that this 
or that strange event happened without any designing causé. a 
“ But however, 1 would demand, of such as make this exception, whether they think there 
be any effect at all, to which a designing cause was necessary, or which they will judge im- 
possible to have been otherwise produced, than by the direction and contrivance of wisdom - 
and counsel? I little doubt but there are thousands of things, laboured and wrought by the 
hand of man, which they would presently, upon first sight, pronounce to be" the effects of 
skill, and not of chance; yea, if they only considered their frame and shape, though: they 
understood not their use and end, they would surely think at least some effects or other suffi 
cient to argue to us a designing cause. And would they but soberly consider and resolve 
what characters or footsteps of wisdom and design might be reckoned sufficient to put us out* 
of doubt, would they not, upon comparing, be brouSht to acknowledge that there are no- 
where any more conspicuous and manifest, than inthe things daily in view, that go ordinarily, 
with us, under the name of works of nature? Whence it is plainly consequent, that what 
men commonly call universal nature, if they would be content no longer to lurk in the darkness 
of an obscure and unintérpreted word, they must confess is nothing else but common providence 
that is, the universal power which is every where active in the world, in conjunction with the 
wnerring wisdom which guides and moderates all its exertions and operations, or the wisdom 
which directs and governs that power. ‘They must therefore see cause to acknowledge that 
an exact order and disposition of parts in very neat and elegant compositions, do plainly argue: 
wisdom and skill in the contrivance ; only they will distinguish and say, It is so in'the effects 
of art, but not of nature. What is this, but to deny in particular what they granted in general? 
‘To make what they have said signify nothing more than if they had said; such exquisite order 
of parts is the effect of wisdom, where it is the effect of wisdom, but itis not the effect of wisdom 
svhere it is not the effect of wisdom, and to trifle, instead of giving a reason why things are 
so? And whence take they their advantage for this trifling, or do they hope to hide their 
folly init, but that they think while what is meant by art, is known, what is meant by nature 
cannot be known? But if it be not known, how can they tell but thei distinguishing members 
are coincident, and run into one? Yea, and if they would allow the thing itself to speak, and 
the effect to confess and dictate the name of its own cause, how plain is it, that they do run 
into one; and that the expression imports no impropriety, which we somewhere find in 


(1) See Boyle on Final Causes, Ray’s Wisdom of God in the Creation Déthains Ast Physi 
Theology, Sturm’s Reflections, Paley’s Natural Theology, &c. , plied dS Sn 
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Cicero, The art of nature ; or rather, that nature is nothing else but divine art, at least in as 
near an analogy, as between any things divine and human? But, that this matter (even the 
thing itself, waiving for the present the consideration of names,) may be a little more narrowly 
diseussed and searched into, let some curious piece of y orkmanship be offered to suchga 
skeptie’s view, the making whereof he did not see, nor of any thing like it} and we will sup- 
pose him not told that this was made by the hand of any man, nor that he hath any thing to 
guide his judgment about the way of its becoming what it is, but only his own view of the 
thing itself; and yet he shall presently, without hesitation, pronounce, this was the effect of 
much skill. I would here inguire, Why do you so pronounce? Or, What is the reason of this 
your judgment? Surely he would not say he hath no reason at all for this so confident and 
unwavering determination ; for then he would not be determined, but speak by chance, and 
be indifferent to say that or any thing else. Somewhat or other there must be, that, when he 
is asked, is this the effect of skill? shall so suddenly and irresistibly captivate him into an assent 
that it is so, that he cannot think otherwise. Nay, if a thousand men were asked the same 
0 Ne they would as undoubtingly say the same thing ; and then, since there is a reason 
~ for this judgment, what can be devised to be the reason, but that there are so manifest cha- 
racters and evidences of skill in the composure, as are not attributable to any thing else ? 
Now here I would further demand, Is there any thing in this reason? Yea, or No? Dothit 
signify any thing, or is it of any value for the purpose for which it is alleged? Surely it is of 
very great, inasmuch as, when it is considered, it leaves it not in a'man’s power to think any 
‘thing else ; and what can be said more potently and efficaciously to demonstrate? But now, 
if this reason signify any thing, it signifies thus much; that wheresoever there are equal 
characters, and evidences of skill, a skilful agent must be acknowledged. And so it will, 
(in spite of cavil,) conclude universally, and abstractedly, from what we can suppose distinctly 
signified by the terms of art and nature, that whatsoever effect hath such, or equal characters 
of skill upon it, did proceed from a skilful cause. That is, that if this effect be said to be from 
a skilful cause, as having manifest characters of skill upon it, then every such effect, that hath 
equally manifest characters of skill upon it, must be, with equal reason, concluded to be from 
a skilful cause. Be a ae aiser'> lamas 
_ “We will acknowledge skill to act, and wit to contrive, to be very distinguishable things, 
and in reference to some works, (as the making some curious automaton, or selfmoving engine,) 
are commonly lodged in divers subjects ;. that is, the:contrivance exercises the wit and inven- 
tion of one, and the making, the manual skill and dexterity: of others: but. the manifest 
_ characters of both will be seen in the effect. That is, the curious elaborateness of each several 
‘part shows the latter, and the order and dependence of parts, and their conspiracy to one 
Ee a om: end, the former. Each betokens design ; or at least the smith or carpenter must be 
understood to design his own part, that is, to do as he was directed: both together do plainly 
bespeak an agent, that knew what he did; and that the thing was uot done by chance, or 
was not the casual product of only being busy at random, or making a careless stir, without 
» aiming at any thing. And this, no man that is in his wits, would, upon sight of the whole 
frame, more doubt to assent unto, than that two and two make four. And he would certainly 
be thought mad, that should profess to think that only by some one’s making a bustle among 
several small fragments of brass, iron, and wood, these parts happenéd to be thus curiously 
formed, and came together into this frame, of thew own accord. y ‘ i 
“Or lest this should be thought to intimate too rude a representation of their conceit who 
think this world to have fallen into this frame and order wherein it is, by the agitation of the 
moving parts, or particles of matter, without the direction of a wise mover; and that we may 
also make the case as plain as is possible to the most ordinary capacity, we will suppose (for 
instance) that one who had never before seen a watch, or any thing of that sort, hath now this 
little engine first offered to his view; can we doubt, but that he would, upon the mere sight 
of its figure, structure, and the very curious workmanship which we will suppose appearing 
in it, presently: acknowledge the artificer’s hand? But if he were also made to understand the 
use and purpose for which it serves, and it, were distinctly shown him how each thing contri- 
butes, and all things in this little fabric concur to this purpose, the exact measuring and 
dividing of time by minutes, hours, and months, he would certainly both confess and praise 
the great ingenuity of the first inventor. But now if a by-stander, beholding him in this 
admiration, would undertake to show a profounder reach and strain of wit, and should say, 
Sir, you are mistaken concerning pie composition of this so much admired piece ; it was not 
made or designed by the hand or skill of any one; there were only an innumerable company 
of little atoms or very small bodies, much too small to be perceived by your sense, that were 
busily frisking and plying to and fro about the place of its nativity; and by a pirange elanee 
or a stranger fate, and the necessary laws of that motion which they were gpg y pe 
into, by a certain boisterous, undesigning mover, they fell together into this small aul K, Bf 4 
to compose this very shape and figure, and with this same number and order of parts y <i h 
you now behold : one squadron of these busy particles (little thinking what they Mh the, ) 
agreeing to make one wheel, and another a second, in that proportion which you ae ; ‘b th, 
of them also falling and becoming fixed in so happy a posture and situation i tc ae i . 
several figures by which the little moving fingers point out the hours of the Ome a0 
of the month: and all conspired to fall together, each into its own place, un Se itchy a jute 
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ture, as that the fezular motion failed not to ensue which we see is now observed in it, what 
man is either so wise or so foolish, (for it is hard to determine whether the excess or the defect 
should best qualify hinr to be of this faith,) as to be. capable of being made believe this piece 
of natural history? And if any one should give this account of the production of such a trifle, 
would he not be thought in jest? But if he persist, and solemnly profess that thus he takes 
it to have been, would he not be thought in good earnest mad? And let but any sober reason 
judge whether we have not unspeakably more madness to contend against In such as suppose + 
this world, and the bodies of living creatures, to have fallen into this frame and orderly dispo- 
sition of parts wherein they are, without the direction of a wise and designing cause? And 
whether there be not an incomparably greater number of most wild and arbitrary suppositions — 
in- their fiction than in this? Besides the innumerable supposed repetitions of the same strange 
chances all the world over; even as nuniberless, not only as productions, but as the changes 
that continually happeii to all the things produced. And if the concourse of atoms could make 
this world, why not (for it is but little to mention such 4 thing as this,),a porch, or a temple, 
or a house, or a city, as Tully speaks, which ‘were less operous, and much more easy perform- 
ances? ‘ { : 

“Tt is not to be supposed that all should be astronomers, anatomists, or natural philosophers, 
that shall read these lines; and therefore it is istended not to insist upon particulars, and to 
make as little use as is possible of ternis that would only be agreeable to that supposition. 
But surely such general, easy reflectionis on the frame of the universe, and the order of parts 
in the bodies of all sorts of living creatures, as the meanest ordinary understanding is capable _ 
of, would soon discover inconiparably greater evidence of wisdom and design in the contrivance 
of these, than in that of a watch or a clock. And if there were any whose understandings are 
but of that size and measure as to suppose that the whole frame of the heavens serves to no 
other purpose than td be of some such use to us mortals here on earth as that instrument ; if they 
would but allow themselves leisure to think and consider, they might discern the most con- 
vincing and amazing discoveries of wise contrivance and design (as well as of vastest might 
and power) in disposing things into so.apt a subserviency to that meaner end ; and that so exact 
a knowledge is had thereby of times and seasons, days and years, as that the simplest idiot in 
x country may bé able to tell you, when the light: of the sun is withdrawn frony his eyes, at 
what timé it will réturi, and when it will look in at such a window, and when at the other ; 
and by what degrees his days and nights'shall ¢ither be increased or diminished ; and what 
proportion of time he shall have for his labours in this season of the yéar, and what in that ; 
without the leaSt suspicion or fear that it shall ever fall out otherwise. 

“ For let u8 Suppose (what no man can pretend is more impossible, and what any man mus 
confess is less consideyable, than what dur eyes daily sée,) that in some part of the air near 
this earth, and withih such limits as that the whole scene might be conveniently beheld at one 
view, there shotild suddenly appear a little globe of pure flaming light resembling that of the sun 
and suppose it fixed as a centre to another body, or moving about that other as its centre, (as 
this or that hypothesis best pleases us,) which we could plainly perceive to be a proportionabl 
little earth, beautified with little trees and woods, flowery flelds and flowing rivulets, wit 
larger lakes into, which these discharge themselves; and suppose we see other planets all of 
proportionable bighéss to the narrow limits assigned them, placed at their due distances, and 
playing about this supposed earth or sun, so as to measure their shorter and soon absolved 
days, months, and years, or two, twelve, or thirty years, according to their supposed circuits ; 
—would they not peenlys and with great amazement, confess an intelligent contriver and 
maker of this whole frame, above a Posidoiiius or any mortal? And have we not in the 
present frame of things a demonstration of wisdom aiid Gounsél, as far exceeding that which is 
now supposed, as the making some toy or bauble to please a child is less an argument of 
wisdom than the contrivance of Somewhat that is of apparent and universal use? Or if we 
could suppose this present state of things to have but newly begun, and ourselves pre-existent, 
so that we could take notice of the very passing of things out of horrid confusion into the 
comely order they aré now in, would not this put the matter out of doubt? But might what 
would yesterday have been the effect of wisdom, better have been brought about by chance 
five or six thousand years, or any longer time ago? It speaks not want of evidence in the 
thing, but cant of colisideration, and of exercising our undérstandings, if what were new 
brs Te i i but astonish, and what is old, of the same importance, doth not so 

“ And let them that understand any thing of thé composition of a human body (or j , 
any living creature) but bethink themeelses whether there be not equal Sonu eee 
appearing iA the composure of that admirable fabric, as of any the most adntired machine or 
engine devised and made by human skill and wit. If we pitch. upon any thi, 
common use, as Suppose again, a clock or watch, which is éen tha: 
ledged (as hath been said) the effect of a desioning cause ; will we wie cone a uch of th 
body of a man? Yea, what comparison is there, when in the structure of Some’ one sities 
member, as a hand, a foot, an eye, or ear, there appears, upon a diligent search, unspeakably 
greater curiosity, whether we consider the Variety of parts, their exquisite figuration, or thei 
or pieppsition to the distinct uses and ends these members serve fore that is to be seen in aay 
clock or watch? Concerning which uses of the several parts in man’s body, Galen, so largely 
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discoursing in seventeen books, inserts.on the leg, this epiphonema, upon the mention of one 

articular instance of our most wise Maker’s provident care: ‘Unto whom (saith he) I compose 
these commentaries,’ (meaning his present work of unfolding the useful figuration of the human 
body,) ‘as certain hymns, or songs of praise, esteeming true piety to consist in this, that I 
first may know, and then declare toothers, his wisdom, power, providence, and goodness, than 
in sacrificing to him many hecatombs: and in the ignorance whereof there is greatest impiety, 
rather than in abstaining from sacrifice” ‘Nor,’-(as he adds in the close of that excellent 
work,) ‘is the most perfect natural artifice to be seen in man only; but you may find the like 
industrious design and wisdom of the author, in any living creature which you shall please to 
dissect : and by how much the less it is, so much the greater admiration shall it excite in you; 
which those artists show, that describe some great thing, (contractedly) in a very small 
space: as that person who lately engraved Phaeton carried in his chariot with his four horses. 
upon a little ring—a most incredible sight! But there is nothing in matters of this nature, 
more strange than in the structure of the lég of a flea.’ How inuch more might it be said of 
all its ward parts? ‘Therefore, (as he adds) the greatest commodity of such a work accrues 
not to physicians, but to them who are studious of nature, namely, the knowledge of our 
Maker’s perfection, and that (as he had said a little above) it establishes the principle of the 
most perfect theology ; which theology is much more excellent than all medicine.’ 

“Tt were too great an undertaking, and beyond the designed limits of this discourse, (though 
it would be to excellent purpose, if it could be done without amusing terms, and in that easy, 
damiliar way as to be capable of common. use,) to pursue and trace distinctly the prints and 
footsteps of the admirable wisdom which appears in the structure and frame of this outer 
temple. For even our bodies themselves are said to be the temples of the Holy Ghost, 1 Cor. 
vi, 19. And to dwell awhile in the contemplation and orienta % of those numerous instances 
of most. apparent, ungainsayable sagacity and providence which offer themselves to view in 
every part and particle of this fabric: how most commodiously all things are ordered in it! 
With how strangely cautious cireumspection and foresight not only destructive, but even 
(perpetually) vexatious and afflicting incongruities are avoided and provided against, to pose 
ourselyes upon the sundry obvious questions that might be put for the evincing of such provi- 
dent foresight. As for instance, how comes it to pass that the several parts which we find to 
be double in our bodies, are not single only? Is this altogether by chance? ‘That there are two 
eyes, ears, nostrils, hands, feet, &¢: what a miserable, shiftless creature had man been, if there. 
had only been allowed him one foot! A seeing, hearing, talking, unmoving statue. .That the 
hand is divided into fingers? ‘Those so conveniently situate, one in so fitly opposite a posture 
to the rest? . : 

“ And what, ifsome one pair or other of these parts had been universally wanting? The hands, 
the feet, the eyes, the ears. How great a misery had it inferred upon mankind! and is it only 
a casualty that it is not so? That the back-bone is composed of so many joints, (twenty-four, 
besides those of that which is the basis and sustainder of the whole,) and is not all of a piece, 
by which stooping, or any motion of the head or neck, diverse from that of the whole bodys 
had been altogether impossible ; that there is such variety aiid curiosity in the ways of joining 
the bones together in that, and other parts of the body, that in somé parts they are jomed by 
mere adherence of one to another, ¢ither with or without an intervening medium, and both 
these ways So diversely ; that others are fastened together by proper jointing, so as to suit and 
be accompanied with motion, either more obscure or more manifest, and this, either by a deeper 
or more superficial insertion of one bone into another, or by a mutual insertion, and that in 
different ways; and that all these should be so exactly accommodated to the several parts 
and uses to which they belong and serve ;—was all this without design? Who that views: 
the curious and apt texture of the eye, can think it was not made on purpose to see with; 
and the ear, upon the like view, for hearing, when so many things must concur that these 
actions might be performed by these organs, and are found to do so? Or who can think that 
the sundry little engines belonging to the eye were not made with design to move it upward, 
downward, to this side or that, or whirl it about as there should be occasion ; without which 
mstruments and their appendages, no such motion could have. been? Who, that is not stupidly 
perverse, can think that the sundry inward parts (which it would require a volume distinctly 
to speak of, and but to mention them and their uses would too unproportionably swell this part 
of this diseourse,) were not made purposely by a designing agent, for the ends they so aptly 
and constantly serve for? The want of some one among divérs whereof, or but.a little 
misplacing, or if things had been but a little otherwise than they are, had inferred an impossi- 
bility that such 4 creature as man could not have subsisted, or been propagated upon the face 
of the earth. As what if there had not been such a receptacle prepared as the stomach is, and 
so formed and placed as it is, to receive and digest necessary nutriment ? Had not the whole 
frame of man besides been in vain? Or what if the passage from it downward, had not been 
made somewhat a little ascending, so as to détain a convenient time what it received, but that 
what was taken in were suddenly transmitted? It is evident the whole structure had been 
ruined as soon as made.- What, (to instance in What seems.so small a matter,) if that, little 
cover had been wanting at the entrance of that thtough which we breathe; (the depression 
whereof by the weight of what we eat or drink, shuts it and prevents meat and drink from 
going down that way ;) had not unavoidable suffocation ensued? And who can number the 
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instances that can be given besides? Now when there is a concurrence of so’ many things 
absolutely necessary, (concerning which the common saying is as applicable, more frequently 
wont to be applied to matters of morality,—‘ Goodness 1s from the concurrence of all causes, 
evil, from any defect,’) each so aptly and opportunely serving its own proper usé, and all, one 
common end, certainly to say that so manifold, so regular and stated a subserviency to that 
end, and the end itself, were undesigned, and things casually fell out thus, is to say we know 
or care not what. © . . sa 
“We will only, before we close this consideration, concerning the mere frame of a human 
body, (which hath been so hastily and superficially proposed,) offer a ce Lae ee which is‘no 
more strange (excluding the vulgar notion by which nothing is strange, but what is not com- 
mon) than the ‘thing itself as it actually is; namely, that the whole more external covering of 
the body of a man were made, instead of skin and flesh, of some very transparent substance, 
flexible, but clear as very crystal ; through which, and the other more inward (and as trans- 
parent) intezuments, or enfoldings, we could plainly perceive the situation and order of all 
the internal parts, and how they each of them perform their distinct offices : if we could discern 
the continual motion of the blood, how it is conveyed, by its proper. conduits, from its first 
source and fountain, partly downward to the lower entrails, (if rather it’ascend not from 
thence, as at least ‘what afterward becomes blood doth,) partly upward, to its admirable 
elaboratory, the heart; where it is refined and furnished sith fresh vital spirits, and so trans- 
mitted thence by the distinct vessels, prepared for this purpose: could we perceive the curious 
contrivance of those little doors, by which it is let in and out, on this side and on that; the» 
order and course of its circulation, its most commodious distribution by two social channels or 
conduit pipes, that every where accompany one another throughout the body : could we discern 
the curious artifice of the brain, its ways of purgation; and were it possible to pry into the 
secret chambers and receptacles of the less or more pure spirits there; perceive their manifold 
conveyances, and the rare texture of that net, commonly called the wonderful one: could we 
behold the veins, arteries, and nerves, all of them arising from their proper and distinct origi- 
nals; and their orderly dispersion for the most part, by pairs, and conjugations, .on this side 
and that, from the middle of the back ; with the curiously wrought branches, which, supposing 
these to appear duly diversified, as so many more duskish strokes in this transparent frame 
they would be found to make throughout the whole of it ; were every smaller fibre thus made 
at once discernible, especially those innumerable threads into which the spinal marrow is 
distributed at the bottom of the back: and could we, through the same medium, perceive 
those numerous little machines made to serve unto voluntary motions, (which in the whole 
body, are computed, by some, to the number of four hundred and thirty, or thereabouts, or so 
many of them as according to the present supposition could possibly come in view,) and discern 
their composition, their various and elegant figures—tound, square, long, triangular, &c, and 
behold them do their offices, and see how they ply to and fro, and work in their respective 
aati as any motion is to be performed by them: were ail these things, I say, thus made 
iable to an easy and distinct view, who would not admiringly cry out, How fearfully and 
wonderfully am Imade? And sure there is no man sober, who would not, upon such a sight,. 
pronounce that man mad, that should suppose such a production to have been’a mere unde- 
signed casualty. At least, if there be any thing in tha world that may be thought to carry 
sufficiently convincing evidences in it, of its having been made industriously, and on purpose, 
not by chance, would not this composition, thus offered to view, be esteemed to do so much 
more? Yea, and if it did only bear upon it characters equally evidential, of wisdom and 
design, with what doth certainly so, though in the fowest degree, it were sufficient to evince 
our present purpose. For if one such instance as this would bring the matter no higher than 
to a bare equality, that would at least argue a maker of man’s body, as wise, and as properly 
designing, as the artificer of any such slighter piece of workmanship, that may yet, certainly, 
be concluded the effect of skill and design. Aid then, enough might be said, from other 
instances, to manifest him unspeakably superior. And that the matter would be brought, at 
least, to an equality, upon the-supposition now made, there can be no doubt, if any one be 
judge that hath not abjured his understanding and his eyes together. And what then, if we 
lay aside that supposition, (which only somewhat gratifies fancy and imagination,) doth that 
alter the case? Oris there the less of wisdom and contrivance expressed in this work of 
forming man’s body, only for that it is not so easily and suddenly obvious to our sight ? 
Then we might with the same reason say, concerning some curious piece of carved work that 
is thought fit to be kept locked up in a cabinet, when we see it, that there was admirable 
workmanship shown in doing it; but as soon as it is again shut up in its repository, that there 
was none at all. Anasmuch as we speak of the objective characters of wisdom and ‘desion that 
are in the thing itself, (though they must some way or other come under our notice; brheras 
we can be capable of arguing nothing from them, yet,) since we have sufficient assurance that 
there really are such characters in the structure of the body of man as have been mentioned 
and a thousand more than have been thought necessary to ie mentioned here; it is plain that 
the greater or less facility of finding them out, so that we be at a certainty that they are. 
(whether by the slower of inore gradual search of our own eyes, or by relying ape the 
testimony of such as have purchased themselves that satisfaction by their own labour and 
diligence,) is merely accidental to the thing itself we are discoursing of; and neither adds to, 
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nor detracts from, the rational evidence of the present argument. Or if it do either, the more 
abstruse paths of Divine power in this, as in other things, do rather recommend it the more 
to our adoration and reverence, than if every thing were obvious, and lay open to the first 
glance of a more caréless eye. The things'which we are sure (or may bé, if we do not shut 
our eyes,) the wise Maker of this world hath done, do sufficient y serve to assure us, that he 
could have done this also; that is, have made every thing in the frame and shape of our bodies 
conspicuous in the ot now supposed, if he had thought it fit. He hath done greater 
things. And since he hath not thought that fit, we may be bold to say, the doing of it would 
signify more trifling, and less design. It gives us a more amiable and comely representation 
of the being we are treating of, that his works are less. for ostentation than use; and that his 
wisdom and other attributes appear in them rather to the instruction of sober, than the grati- 
fication of vain minds, | ’ 

“We may therefore confidently conclude, that the figuration of the human body carries 
with it as manifest, sha tsttorisble evidences of design, as any piece of human artifice, that 
most confessedly, in the judgment of any man, doth so; and therefore had as certainly a 
designing cause. We may challenge the wotld to show a disparity, unless it be that the 
advantage is inconceivably great on our side. For would not any one that hath not abandoned 
both his reason and his modesty, be ashamed to confess and admire the skill that is shown in 
making a statue, or the pieture of a man, that (as one ingeniously says) is but the shadow of 
his skin, and deny the wisdom that appears in the composure of his tyoay itself, that contains 
so numerous and so various engines and instruments for sundry purposes in it, as that it is 
become an art, and a very laudable one, but to discover and find out the art and skill that are 
shown in the contrivance and formation of them ? 2 ; 

“ And now if any should be so incurably blind as not to perceive, or so perversely wilful as 
not to acknowledge, an appearance of wisdoyn in the frame and figuration of the body of an 
animal (peculiarly of man) more than equal to what appears in any the most exquisite piece 
of human artifice, and which no wit of man can ever fully imitate: although, as hath been 
said, an acknowledged equality would suffice to evince 4 wise Maker thereof, yet because it 
is the existence of God we are now speaking of, and that it is therefore not enough to evince, 
but to magnify the wisdom we would ascribe to him ; we shall pass from the parts and frame, 
to the consideration of the more principal powers and functions of terrestrial creatures ; 
ascending from such as agree to the less perfect order of these, to those of the more perfect, 
namely of man himself. And surely to have been the author of faculties that shall enable to such 
functions, will evidence a wisdom that defies our imitation, and will dismay the attempts of it. 

“ We begin with that-of growth. “Many sorts of rate engines we acknowledge contrived 
by the wit of man, but who hath ever made one that could grow, or that had in it a self- 
improving power? A tree, an herb, a pile of grass, may upon this account challenge all the 
world to make such a thing; that is, to implant the power of growitig into any thing to which 
it doth not natively belong, or to make a thing to which it doth. ~ Sgr ae 

“By what art would they make a seed? And which way would they inspire it with a 
seminal form? And they that think this whole globe of the earth was compacted by the casual 
(or fatal) coalition of particles of matter, by what magic would they conjure up so many to 
come together as to make one clod? We vainly hunt with a lingering mind after miracles ; if 
we did not more vainly mean by them nothing else but novelties, we are compassed about 
with such: and the greatest miracle is, that we see them not. "You with whom the cay. 
productions of nature (as you call it) are so cheap, see if you can do the like. Try your skill 
upon arose. Yea, but you must have pre-existent matter? But can you ever prove the 

aker of the world had so, or even defend the possibility of uncreated matter? And suppose 
they had the free grant of all the matter between the crown of their head and the moon, could 
they tell what.to do with it, or how to“manage it, so as to make it yield them one single 
flower, that they might glory in as their own production? ; § 
~ © And what mortal man, that hath reason enough about him to be serious, and to think a 
while, would not even be amazed at the miracle of nutrition ? Or that there are things in the 
world capable of nourishment? Or who would attempt an imitation here, or not baa to 
perform anything like it? That is, to make any nourishable thing. Are we not here infinitely 
outdone? Do we not see ourselves compassed about with wonders, and are ‘we not ourselves 
such, in that we see, and are creatures, from all whose parts there is a continual defluxion, and 
yet that receive a constant gradual supply and renovation, by which they are continued in the 
same state? As the bush burning but not ¢onsumed. ‘It is easy to give an artificial frame to 
a thing that shall gradually decay and waste till it be quite gone, and disappear. You could 
raise a structure of snow, that would soon do that. But can your manual skill compose @ 
thing that, like our bodies, shall be continually melting away, and be continually pape 
through so long a tract of time? ‘Nay, but can you tell how it is done ?~ You know in what 
method, and by what instruments, food is received, concocted, separated, and so oie as must 
serve for nourishment, turned into chyle, and that into blood, first grosser, ee t Me a 
refined, and that distributed into all parts for this purpose. Yea, and what then? a ore 
are you as wise as your Maker? Could you have made such a thing as the pe 8 yet, 
a heart, a vein,an artery? Or are youso very sure what the digestive quality is? Or 4 
are, and know what things best serve to maintain, to repair, or strengthen it, who implante 
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that quality? Both where it is so immediately useful, or in the other things you would use 
for the service of that? Or how, if such things had not been prepared to your hand, would 
you have devised to persuade the particles of matter into so useful and happy a conjuncture, 
-as that such a quality might. result? Or, (to speak more suitably to the most,) how, if you 
had not. been shown the way, would you have thought it were to be done, or which way would 
you have gone to work, to turn meat and drink into flesh and blood? ° ani 1a 

« And what shall we say-of spontaneous motion, wherewith we find also creatures endowed 
‘that are so mean and despicable in our eyes, (as well as ourselves,) that is, that so silly a 
thing as a fly,a gnat, &c, should have a power in it to move itself, or stop its own motion, at 
its own pleasure? How far have all attempted imitations in this kind fallen short of this 
perfection! And how much more excellent a thing is the smallest and most contemptible 
insect, than the most admired machine we ever. heard or read of ; (as Architas Tarentinus’s 
dove so anciently celebrated, or more lately Regiomontanus’s fly, or his eagle, or any the 
like ;) not only as having this peculiar power, above any thing of this sort, but as having the 
sundry other powers, besides, meeting in it, whereof these are wholly destitute ? 

“ And should we go on to instance further in the several powers of sensation, both external 
and internal, the various instincts, appetitions, passions, sympathies, antipathies, the powers 
of memory, (and we might add of speech,) that we find the inferior orders of creatures either 
generally furnished with, or some of them, as to this last, disposed unto ; how should we even 
over-do the present business; and too peeiony insult over human wit, (which we must 
suppose to have already yielded the cause,) in challenging it to produce and offer to view a 
hearing, seeing engine, that can imagine, talk, is capable of hunger, thirst, of desire, anger, 
fear, grief, &c, as its own creature, concerning which it may glory and say, I have done this! 

«Is it so. admirable a performanée, and so ungainsayable an evidence-of skill and wisdom, 
with much labour and long travail of mind ; a busy restless agitation of working thoughts ; 
the often renewal of frustrated attempts; the varying of defeated trials, this way and that, at 
length to hit upon, and by much pains, and with a slow, gradual progress, by the use of who 
can tell how many sundry sorts of instruments or tools, by-long- hewing, hammering, turning, 
filing, to compose one only single machine of such a frame and structure as that, by the 
frequent reinforcement of a skilful hand, it may be capable of some (and that otherwise but a 
very short-lived) motion? And is it no argument, or effect of wisdom, so easily and certainly, 
without labour, error, or disappoiittment, to frame both so infinite a variety of kinds, and so 
innumerable individuals of every such kind of living. creatures, that not only with the greatest 
facility can move themselves with so many sorts of motion downward, upward, to and fro, 
this way or that, with a ptogressive or circular, a swifter or a slower motion, at their own 
pee ; but can also grow, propagate, see, hear, desire, joy, &c? Is this no work of wisdom, 

ut only either blind fate or chance? Of how strangely perverse and odd a complexion is that 
understanding, (if yet it may be called an understanding,) that can make this judgment ? 

“But because whatsoever comes under the namé of cogitation, properly taken, is-assigned 
to some higher cause than mechanism; and that there are operations belonging to man, which 
lay claim to a reasonable soul, as the immediate principle and author of them, we have yet 
this further step to advance, that is, to consider the most apparent evidence we have of a wise, 
designing agent, in the powers and nature of this more excellent, and, among other things, 
more obvious to our notice, the noblest of his productions. 

“ And were it not for the slothful neglect of the most to study themselves, we should not 
have need to recount unto men the common and well-known abilities and excellencies which 
peculiarly belong to their own nature. They might fake notice, without being told, that first, 
as to their intellectual faculty, they have somewhat about them that can think, understand, 
frame notions of things; that can rectify or supply the false ot defective representations which 
are made to them by their external senses and fancies; that can conceive of things far above 
the reach and sphere of sense, the moral good or evil of actions or inclinations, and what there 
is in them of rectitude or pravity ; whereby they can animadvert, and cast their eye inward 
upon themselves; observe the good or evil acts or inclinations, the knowledge, ignorance, 
dulness, vigour, tranquillity, trouble, and generally, the perfections or imperfections of their 
own minds; that can apprehend the general natures of things, the futute existence of what’ 
yet is not, with the future appearance of that, which, to us, as yet, appears not. , 

“They may take notice of their power of comparing things, of discerning and making a judg- 
ment of their agreements and disagreements, their proportions and dispositions to one another ; 
of affirming or denying this or that, concerning such or such things ; and of pronouncing, with 
more or less confidence, concerning the truth or falsehood of such affirmations or negations, 

“ And moreover, of their power of arguing, and inferring one thing from another, so as from 


one plain and evident principle, to draw forth a long chain of conse is- 
cerned to be linked therewith. - : a 


“They have withal to consider the liberty and the large capacity of the human will, which, 


when it 1s itself, rejects the dominion of any other than the Supreme Lord’s, and refuses satis- 
faction in any other than the supreme and most comprehensive good. ‘ 

“And upon even so hasty; and transient a view of a thine furnished w 
faculties, we have sufficient occasion to bethink ourselve 
being; whence did it spring, 


ith such powers and 
mk s, How came such a thing as this into 
or to what original doth it owe itself? More particularly we 
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have here two things to be remembered—That, notwithstanding so high excellencies, the soul 
of man doth yet appear to be a caused being, that some time had a beginning—That by them 
it is sufficiently evident, that it owes itself to a wise and intelligent cause.” 3 = 

The instance of a watch, chosen by Howe for the illustration of his argument, that evidences 
of design, in any produetion, are evidences of.a designing cause ; is thus strikingly amplified 
and applied by Paley to refute the leading Atheistic theories. “The mechanism of the watch 
being ‘once observed and understood, the inference, we think, is inevitable, that the watch 
must have had a maker; that there must have existed, at some time and at some place or 
other, an artificer or artificers who formed. it for the purpose which we find it actually to 
answer ; who comprehended its construction, and designed its use. : ; : 

‘Nor would it, | apprehend, weaken the conclusion, that we had never seen a watch made ; 
that we had never known an artist capable of making one ; that we were altogether incapable 
of executing such a piece of workmanship ourselves, or of understanding in what manner it 
was performed: all this being no more than what is true of some exquisite remains of ancient 
art, of some lost arts, and, to the generality of mankind, of the more curious productions of 
modern manufacture. Does one man in a million know how oval frames are turned? Ignorance 
of this kind exalts our opinion of the unseen and unknown artist’s skill, if he be unseen and 
unknown, but raises no doubt in our minds of the existence and agency of such an artist, at 
some former time, and in some place or other. Nor can I perceive that it varies at all the 
inference, whether the question arise concerning a human agent, or concerning an agent of a 
different species, or an agent possessing, in some respects, a different nature. 

vr Neitho@acrondly, would it invalidate our conclusion, that the watch sometimes went 
wrong, or that it seldom went exactly right. The purpose of the machinery, the design, and 
the designer, might be evident, and in the case supposed would be evident, in whatever way 
we accounted for the irregularity of the movement, or whether we could account for it or not. 
It is not necessary that a machine be perfect, in order to show with what design it was made: 
still less necessary, where the only question is, whether it were made with any design at all. 

«© Nor, thirdly, would it bring any uncertainty into the argument, if there were a few parts 
of the watch, concerning which we could not discover, or had not yet discovered in what 
manner they conduced to the general effect; or even, some parts concerning which we could not 
ascertain, whether they conduced to that effect in any manner whatever. For, as to the first 
branch of the case, if, by the loss, or disorder, or decay of the parts in questionythe movement 
of the watch were found-in fact to be stopped, or disturbed, or retarded, no doubt would remain 
in our minds as to the utility or intention of these parts, although we should be unable to 
investigate the manner according to which or the connection by which, the ultimate effect 
depended upon their action or assistance; and the more complex is the machine, the more 
likely is this obscurity to arise. ‘Then, as to the second thing supposed, namely, that there 
were parts which might be spared without prejudice to the movement of the watch, and that 
we had proved this by experiment,—these superfluous parts, even if we were completely 
assured that they were such, would not vacate the reasoning which we had instituted con- 
cerning other parts. ‘The indication of contrivance remained, with respect to them, nearly as 
it was before. 

“Nor, fourthly, would any man in his senses think the existence of the watch, with its 
various machinery, accounted for by being told that it was one out of possible combinations of 
material forms; that whatever he had found, in the place where he had found the watch, 
must have contained some internal configuration or other; and that this configuration might 
be the structure now exhibited, namely, of the works of a watch, as well as a different structure. 

“Nor, fifthly, would it yield his inquiry more satisfaction to be answered, that there existed 
m things @ principle of order, which had disposed the parts of the watch into their present form 
and situation. He never’ knew a watch made by the principle of order; nor can he even form 
to himself an idea of what is meant by a principle of order, distinct from the intelligence of the 
watchmaker. 

“Sixthly, he would be surprised to hear, that the mechanism of the watch was no proof of 
contrivance, only a motive to induce the mind to think so. ¢ 

“* And not less surprised to be informed, that the watch in his hand was nothing more than 
the result of the laws of metallic nature. It is a perversion of language to assign. any law, as 
the efficient, operative cause of any thing. A law presupposes an agent; for it is only the 
mode according to which an agent proceeds: it implies a power; for it is the order according 
to which that power acts. Without this agent, without this power, which are both distinct 
from itself, the law does nothing,—is nothing. “The expression, ‘ the law of metallic nature,’ 
may sound strange and harsh to a philosophic ear, but it seems quite as justifiable as some 
others which are more familiar to him, such as ‘the law of vegetable nature,’ ‘the law of 
animal nature,’ or indeed as ‘the law of nature’ in general, when assigned as the cause of 
sini in exclusion of agency and power; or when it is substituted into the place of 
these. ; : : 

“Neither, lastly, would our observer be dviven out of his conclusion, or from his confidence 
in its truth, by being told that he knew nothing at all about the matter. He knows enough 
for his argument ; he knows the utility of the end; he knows the subserviency and adaptation 
of the means to the end, These points being known, his ignorance of other points, his doubts 
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concerning other points, affect not the certainty of his reasoning. The consciousness of knowing 
little need not beget a distrust of that which he does know. 


“Suppose, in the next place, that the person who found the watch should, after some time, 
discover that, in addition to all the properties which he had hitherto observed in it, it possessed 
the unexpected property of producing, in the course of its movement, another watch like itself; 
(the thing is conceivable ;) that it contained within it a mechanism, a system of parts, a mould 
for instance, or a complex adjustment of lathes, files, and other tools, evidently and separately 
calculated for this purpose; let us inquire what effect ought such a discovery to have upon his 
former conclusion. . : end 

“ The first effect would be to increase his admiration of the contrivance, and his conviction 
~ of the consummate skill of the contriver. Whether he regarded the object of the contrivance, 
the distinct apparatus, the intricate, yet in many parts intelligible, mechanism, by which it 
was carried on, he would perceive in this new observation, nothing but an additional reason 
for doing what he had already done; for referring the construction of the watch to design and 
to supreme art. If that construction without this property, or, which is the same thing, before 
this property had been noticed, proved intention and art to have been employed about it ;, still 
more strong would the proof appear, when he came.to the knowledge of this further property, 
the crown and perfection of all the rest. phen 

“ He would reflect, that though the watch before him were, in some sense, the maker of the 
watch which was fabricated in the course of its movements, yet it was in a very different sense 
from that in which a carpenter, for instance, is the maker of a chair; the author of its contriv- 
ance, the cause of the relation of its parts to their use. With respect to these, the first watch 
was no cause at all to the second; in no such sense as this was it the author of the constitution 
and order, either of the parts which the new watch contained, or of the parts by the aid and 
instrumentality of which it was produced. We might possibly say, but with great latitude of 
expression, that a stream of water ground corn: but no latitude of expression would allow us 
to Say, no stretch of conjecture could lead us to think, that the stream of water built the mill, 
though it were too ancient for us to know who the builder was. What the stream of water 
does in the affair is neither more nor less than this: by the application of an unintelligent 
impulse to a‘ mechanism previously arranged, arranged independently of it, and arranged by 
intelligence, an effect is produced, namely, the corn is ground. But the effect results from the 
~ arrangement. The force of the stream cannot be said to be the cause or author of the effect, 
still less of the arrangement. Understanding and plan m the formation of the mill were not 
the less necessary, for any share which the water has in grinding the corn: yet is this share 
the same, as that which the watch would haye contributed to the production of the new watch, 
upon the supposition assumed in the'last section. Therefore, — 

“Though it be now no longer probable, that the individual watch which our observer. had 
found, was made immediately by the hand ofan artificer, yet doth not this alteration in any 
wise affect the inference, that an artificer had been originally employed and concerned in the 
production. ‘The argument from design remains as it was. Marks of design and contrivance 
are ho more accounted for now than they were before. In the same thing, we may ask for the 
cause Of different properties. We may ask for the cause of the colour of a body, of its hardness, 
of its heat; and these causes may be all different, We are now asking for the cause of that 
subserviency to a use, that relation to an end which we have marked in the watch before us. 
No answer is given to this question by telling-us that a preceding watch produced it. ‘There 
cannot be design without a designer; contrivance without a contriver; order without choice ; 
arrangement without any thing capable of arrangings subserviency and relation to a purpose, 
without that which could intend a purpose; means suitable to an end, and executing their 
office in accomplishing that end, without the end ever haying been contemplated, or the means 
accommodated to it. Arrangement, disposition of parts, subserviency of means to an end, 
relation of instruments to a use, imply the presence of intelligence and mind. No one, there- 
fore, can rationally believe, that the insensible, inanimate watch, from which the watch before 
us Issued, was the proper cause of the mechanism we so much admire in it; could be truly said 
to have constructed the instrument, disposed its parts, assigned their office, determined their 
order, action, and mutal dependency, combined their several motions into one result, and that. 
also a result connected with the utilities of other beings. All these properties, therefore, are 
as much unaccounted for as they were before. 

“Nor is any thing gained by running the difficulty further back, that is, by supposing the 
watch before us to have been produced from another watch, that from a former, and soon 
indefinitely. Our going back ever.so far brings us no nearer to the least degree of satisfaction 
upon the subject.. Contrivance is still unaccounted for. We still want a contriver. A design- 
ing mind is neither supplied by this supposition, nor dispensed with. If the difficulty were 
diminished the further we went back, by going back indefinitely we- might exhaust it. And 
this is the only case to which this sort of reasoning applies. Where there is a tendency, or, 
as we increase the number of terms, a continual approach toward a limit, there, by supposing 
the number of terms to. be what is called infinite, we may conceive the limit to be attained : 
but where there is no such tendency or approach, nothing-is effected by lengthening the 
series, There is no difference as to the pomt in question, (whatever there may be as to many 

points,) between one series and another between a series which is finite, and a series which 
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is infinite. A. chaineomposed of an infinite number of links, can no more support itself, than 
a chain composed of a finite number of links. And of this we are assured, (though we never 
can have tried the experiment,) because, by increasing the number of links, from ten for 
instance to a hundred, from a hundred to a thousand, &c, we make not the smallest approach, 
we observe not the smallest tendency toward -self-support. There is no difference in this 
respect (yet there may be a great difference in several respects) between a chain of a greater 
or less length, between one chain and another, between one that is finite and one that is 
infinite. This very much resembles the ease before us. _The machine, which we are inspect- 
ing, demonstrates, by its construction, contrivanee, and design. Contrivance must have had a 
contriver; design; a designer, whether the machine immediately proceeded from another 
machine or not. That circumstance alters not the case. That other machine may, in like 
manner, have proceeded from a former machine: nor does that alter the case: contrivance. 
must haye had a contriyer. ‘That former one from one preceding it; no alteration still; a 
contriver is still necessary. No tendency is perceived, no approach toward a diminution of 
this necessity. It is the same with any_and every succession of these machines; a succession 
of ten, of a hundred, of a thausand; with one series ag with another; a series which is finite, 
as with a series which is infinite. In whatever other respects they may differ, in this they do, 
not. Jn all equally, contrivance and design are unaccounted for. 

“The question is not simply, How came the first watch into existence ? which question, it 
may be pretended, is done away by supposing the.series of watches thus produced from one 
another to have been infinite, and consequently to have had no such first, for which it was 
necessary to proyide a eause. This perhaps would have been nearly the state of the question, 
if nothing had been before us but an unorganized, unmechanized, substance, without mark or 
indication of contriyance. It might be difficult to show that such substance could not have 
existed from eternity, either in succession, (if it were possible, which I think it is not, for 
unorganized bodies to spring from one another,) or by individual perpetuity. But that is not 
the question now. To suppose it to be so, is to suppose that it made no difference whether 
we had found a watch ora stone. As it is, the metaphysics of that question have no place ; 
for in the watch which we are examining, are seen contrivance, design; an end, a purpose; 
means for the end, adaptation to the purpose. And the question, which irresistibly presses 
upon our thoughts, is, whence this contrivance and design? The thing required is the intend- 
ing mind, the adapting hand, the intelligence by which that hand was directed. This question, 
this demand, is not shaken off, by. increasing a number or succession of substances, destitute 
of these properties; nor the more. by increasing that number to infinity. Ifit be said, that, 
upon the supposition of one watch being produced from another in the course of that other’s 
movements, and by means of the mechanism within it, we have a cause for the watch in my 
hand, viz. the watch from which-it proceeded, I-déeny, that for the design, the contrivance, the 
suitableness of means to an end, the adaptation of instruments to a use, (all which we discover 
in the watch,) we have any cause whatever. It is in vain, therefore, to assign a series of such 
causes, or to allege that a series may be carried back to infinity; for Ido not admit that we 
have yet any cause at all of the phenomena, still less any series of causes either finite or 
infinite, Here is contrivance, but no contriver; proofs of design, but no designer. 

“ Our observer would further also reflect, that the maker of the watch before him was, in 
truth and reality, the maker of every watch produced from it; there being no difference 
(except that the latter manifests a more exquisite skill) between the making of another watch 
with his own hands, by the mediation of files, lathes, chisels, &c, and the disposing, fixing, 
and inserting of these instruments, or of others equivalent tothem, in the body of the watch 
already made, in such a manner, as to form a new watch in the course of the movements 
which he had given to the old one. It is only working by one set of tools instead of another, 

“The conclusion which the first examination of the watch, of its works, construction and 
movement, suggested, was, that it must have had, for the cause and author of that construction, 
an artificer, who understood its mechanism, and designed ifs use. This conclusion is invin- 
cible. A second examination presents us with a_new discovery. The watch is found, in the 
course of its movement, to produce another watch, similar to itself: and not only so, but we 
perceive in it a system of organization, separately calculated for that purpose. What effect 
would this discovery have, or ought it to have, upon our former inference? What, as hath 
already been said, but to increase, beyond measure, our admiration of the skill, which had 
been employed in the formation of such a machine? Or shall it, instead of this, all at once 
turn us round to an opposite conclusion, viz. that no art or skill whatever has been concerned 
in the business, although all other evidences of art and skill remain as they were, and this last 
and supreme piece of art be now added to the rest? Can this be maintained without absurdity ? 
Yet this is Atheism.” . 

if the argument is so powerful, when a work of art merely is made its basis; it is rendered 
much more conyincing when it is transferred to the works of naturé ; because ends more singular 
are, in an infinite number of instances, there proposed, and are accomplished by contrivances 
much more curious and difficult, In the quotation above given from Howe, the eye, the parts 
of the body which are double, and the construction of the spine, are adduced among others as 
striking instances of a contrivance superior to the art of man, and as evidently denoting fore. 
thought and plan, the attributes not of intelligence only, but of an intelligence of an infinitely 
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superior order. These instances have been admirably. wrought up by the master hand -which 
furnished the last Lge amer pM Lies 
We begin with the human eye. eo ’ é 4 : 

“The contrivances of nature surpass the contrivances of art, in the complexity, subtilty, 
and curiosity of the mechanism ; and still more, if possible, do they go beyond them m number 
and variety ; yet in a multitude of cases, are not less evidently mechanical, not less evidently 
contrivances, not less evidently accommodated to their end, or suited to their office, than are 
the most perfect productions of human ingenuity. StH 5 gee 2 vee 

“T know no better method of introducing so large a subject, than that of comparing a single 
‘thing with a single thing ; an eye, for example, with a telescope. As far as the examination 
of the instrument goes, there is precisely the same proof that the eye was made for vision, as 
there is that the telescope was made for assisting it. They are made upon the same princi- 

les; both being adjusted to the laws by which the transmission and refraction of rays of 

fight are regulated. I speak not of the origin of the laws themselves; but such laws being 
fixed, the construction, im both cases, is adapted to them. For instance; these laws require, 
in order to produce the same effect, that the rays of light, in passing from water into the eye, 
should be refracted by a more convex surface than when it passes out of air into the eye. 
Accordingly we find, that the eye of a fish, in that part of it called the erystalline lens, is much 
rounder than the eye of terrestrial animals. What plainer manifestation of design can there 
be than this difference? What could a mathematical instrument maker have done more, to 
show his knowledge of his principle, his application of that knowledge, his suiting -of his 
means to his end; I will not say, to display the compass or excellency of his skill and art, 
for in these all comparison is indecorous, but to testify counsel, choice, consideration, purpose ? 

“To some it may appear a difference sufficient to destroy all similitude between the eye and 
the telescope, that the one is a perceiving organ, and the other an unperceiving imstrument. 
The fact is, that they are both struments. Rod as to the mechanism, at least as to mechan- 
ism being employed, and even as to the kind of it, this circumstance varies not the analogy at 
all: for observe, what:the constitution of the eye is. It is necessary, in order to produce dis- 
tinct vision, that an image or picture of the object be formed at the bottom of the eye: Whence 
this necessity arises, or how the picture is connected. with the sensation, or contributes to it, it 
may be difficult, nay, we will confess, if you please, possible for us to search out. But the 
present question is not concerned in the inquiry. It may be true, that, in this, and in other 
instances, we trace mechanical contrivance a certain way ; and that then we come to something 
which is not mechanical, or which is inscrutable. But this affects not the certainty of our 
investigation, as far as we haye gone. The difference between an animal and an automatic 
statue, consists in this,—that in the animal, we trace the mechanism to a certain point, and 
then we are stopped ; either the mechanism becoming too subtile for our discernment, or some- 
thing else beside the known laws of mechanism taking place; whereas, in the automaton, for 
the comparatively few motions of which jt is capable, we trace the mechanism throughout. 
But, up to the limit, the reasoning is as clear and certain in the one case as the other.- In the 
example before us, it is a matter of certamty, because it is a matter which experience and 
observation demonstrate, that the formation of an image at the bottom of the eye is necessary 
to perfect vision. The image itself can be shown, Whatever affects the distinctness of the 
image, affects the distinctness of the vision. The formation then of such an image being 
necessary (no matter how) to the sense of sight, and to the exercise of that sense, the apparatus 
by which it is formed is constructed and put together, not only with infinitely more art, but 
upon the self-same principles of art, as in the telescfpe or camera obscura. ‘The perception 
arising from the image maybe laid out of the question; for the production of the image, these 
are instruments of the same kind. The end is the same; the means are the same. The 
purpose in both is alike; the contrivance for accomplishing that purpose is in both alike. The 
lenses of the telescope, and the humours of the eye, bear a complete resemblance to one another, 
in their figure, their position, and in their power over the rays of light, viz. in bringmg each 
pencil to a point at the right distance from the lens; namely, in the eye, at the exact place 
where the membrane is spread to receive it. How is it possible, under circumstances of such 
close affinity, and under the operation of an equal evidence, to exclude contrivance from the 
one ; yet to acknowledge the proof of contrivance having been employed, as the plainest and 
clearest of all propositions in the other 2 

“The resemblance between the two cases is still more accurate, and obtains in more points 
than we have yet represented, or than we are, on the first view of the subject, aware of. In 
dioptric telescopes there is an imperfection of this nature. Pencils of light, im passing through 
glass lenses, are separated into different colours, thereby tinging the object, especially the 
edges of it, as if it were viewed through a prism. To correct this inconvenience had been 
long a desideratum in the art. At last it came into the mind of a sagacious optician, to inquire 
how this matter was managed in the eye; in which there was exactly the same difficulty to 
contend with as in the telescope. His observation taught him, that, in the eye, the evil was 
cured by combining together lenses composed of different substances, i. e. of substances which 
possessed different refracting powers. Our artist borrowed from thence his hint ; and produced 
a correction of the defect by imitating, in glasses made from different materials, the effects of 
the different humours through which the rays of light pass before they reach the bottom of the 
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eye... Could this be inthe eye without. purpose, which suggested to the optician the only — 


etfectual means of attaining that purpose ? \ ae ee Ys 

“But further ; there are other points, not so much perhaps of striet resemblance between the 
two, as of superiority of the eye oyer the telescope; yet, of a superiority, which, Meine Ma ed’ 
in the laws that regulate both, may furnish topics of fair and just comparison. Two: thing: 
were wanted to the eye, which were not wanted, at least in the same degree, to the tales” 4 
and these were, the adaptation of the organ, first, to different degrees of light ; and, s econih y 
to.the vast diversity of distanee at which objects are viewed by the naked eye, viz. from a 
inches to as many miles. ‘These difficulties present not themselves to the maker of the teles-— 
cope. He wants all the licht he can get; and he never directs his instrument to objects near 
at hand. In the eye, both these cases were to be provided for; and for the purpose of provid- 
img for them a subtile and appropriate mechanism is introduced. ye - : 

- “Tn order to exclude excess of light, when it is excessive, -and to rendér objects visible under 
obseurer degrees of it, when no. more can be had; the hole or aperture in the eye, through 
which the light enters, is so formed, as to contract or dilate itself for the purpose of admitting 
a-greater or léss number of rays_at the same time.. The chamber of the eye is a camera 
obscura, which, when the light is too small, can enlarge its opening; when too strong, can again 
contraet it; and that without any other assistance than that of its own exquisite machinery. 
Jt is further also, im the human subject, to be observed) that this, hole in the eye, which we 
eall the pupil, under all its different dimensions, retains its exact circular shape, ‘This is'a 
structure extremely artificial, Let an artist only try to execute the same, He will find that 
his threads and strmgs must be disposed with great consideration and contrivance, to make a 
circle, which shall continually-change its diameter, yet preserye its form. This is done in the 
eye: by an application of fibres, i. e. of strings, similar, in their position and action, to what-an 
artist would-and must employ, if he had the same piece of workmanship to perform. ne 

“The. second difficulty which has been stated, was the suiting of the same organ to the 
perception of objects that lie near at hand, within a'few inches, we will suppose, of the eye, 
and of objects which were placed at a considerable distance from it, that, for example, of as 
many furlongs: (I speak in both cases of the distance at which distinct vision can be exercised.) 
Now this, according to the principles. of optics, that is, according to the laws by which the 
transmission of light is regulated, (and these laws are. fixed,) could not be done without the 
organ itself undergoing an alteration, and receiving an adjustment, that might correspond 
with the exigency of the case, that is to say,-with the different inclination to one another under 
which the rays of light reached if. . Rays issuing from points placed at a small distance from 
the eye, and which consequently must enter the eye in 4 spreading or diverging order, cannot, 
by the same. optical instrument in the same state, be brought to a point, i. e. be made to form 
an image, in the same place -with rays proceeding from objects situated at a-much greater 
distance, and which rays arrive at the eye in directions nearly, and physically speaking, 
parallel, It requires a rounder lens to doit.” The point of concourse behind the lens must 
fall critically upon the retina, or the vision is.confused.; yet, other things remaining the same, 
this point, by the immutable properties of light, is carried further back, when the rays proceed 
from~a near object, than when they are sent from one that. is remote. A person who was 
using an optical instrument, would manage this matter by, changing, as the oceasion required, 
his lens or his telescope; or by adjusting the distances of his glasses with his hand or his 
screw: but how is it tobe managed in the eye? What the alteration was, or in what part 
of the eye it took place, or by what means it was effected, (for, if the known laws which 
goyein the refraction of light be’ maintained, some alteration in the state of the organ there 
must be,) had long formed a subject of inquiry and conjecture. The change, though sufficient 
for the purpose, is so minute. as to elude ordinary observation, Some very late discoveries, 
deduced from a laborious and most accurate inspection of the structure and operation of the 
organ, seem at length to have ascertained the mechanical alteration which the parts of the 
eye undergo. It is found, that by the action of certain muscles, called the straight muscles, 
and which action is the most’ advantageous that could be imagined for the purpose,—it is 
found, I say, that, whenever the eye is directed to a near object, three changes are produced 
in it at the same time, all severally contributing to the adjystment-required. ‘The cornea, or 
outermost coat. of the eye, is rendered more round and prominent ; the crystalline lens under- 
neath is pushed forward ; and the axis of vision, asthe depth of the-eye is called, js elongated. 
‘These changes in the eye vany its power over, the rays of light m such a manner and degree 
as to produce exactly the effect which is wanted, viz. the formation’ of an image upon the retina, 
whether the rays come to the eye in a state of divergency, which is the case when the object 
is near to’the eye, or come parallel to one-another, which is the case when the object is placed 
ata distance. Can any thing be nore decisive of contrivance than this is? The most secret 
laws of: optics: must have been known to the author of a structure endowed with such a. 
capacity of change. It is,as though.an optician, when he had a nearer object to wew, should 
rectify his instrument by putting in another glass, atthe same time drawing out also his tube 
to.a different length. f 


“Tn considering vision as achieved by-the means of an image formed at the bottom of the 
eye, we can never reflect without wonder upon the smallness, yet correctness, of the picture, © 
the subtilty of the touch, the fineness of the lines, A landscape of five or six square leagues 


= 21. 


“ 


*“ 


& 


— 


hprctred Serovehea i whole progress; for it is only by means of that 
motion of the coach | e ag can ak ‘ i 
~~ of the smallness of the visual tablet compared with the. extent of-vision, it is‘a reflection which 
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is brought intova space of half,an inch diameter ; yet the. sale cla biel it con- 
tains are all preserved 5. are all discriminated in their magnitudes, positions, figures, colours. 
The prospect from Hanipstead-hill is compressed into the compass of a sixpence, yet circum~ 
stantially represented. A stage coach travelling at its ordinary spee for half an hour, passes, | 
in the eye, only over one twelfth of an-inch, yet is this change of place in the image distinctly 
perception that the. 


self is made sensible to the eye. If any thing can abate our admiration 


“the view of nature leads us, every hour, to make, viz. that in the hands of the Creator, great 
and little are nothing.” =n ejb fe ; ie 
On the parts of thtibody which are double, adduced by Howe, as: proofs of contrivance, our 
author further remarks :— : aS See : hes La Ae re 
' “The human, or indeed the animal frame, considered as’a mass or assemblage, exhibits in 
its composition: three properties, which have long struck my mind, as indubitable evidences, 
not only of design, but of a great deal of attention and accuracy in’prosecuting the design. 
. “The first rig es correspondency of the two sides of the same animal: the right hand 
answering to the left, leg to leg, eye to eye, one side of the countenance to the other; and 
with a precision, to imitate which m any tolerable degree forms one of the difficulties of statu- 
ary, ct never the part of the.artist, a constant attention to this property of his work, 


distinct from every other. apse sel ee 5 ‘ <n 
“Tt is the most difficult thing that caiv be, to get a wig made even; yet how seldom is the 
‘face awry? And what care is taken that it should not be so, the anatomy of its bones, 
demonstrates. The upper part of the face is eomposed of thirteen bones, six on each Side, 
answering each to each, and the thirteenth, without a fellow, in the middle ; the tower part 
of the face is in like manner composed of six bones, three on each side, respectively corre- 
sponding, and the lower jaw in the centre. In building an arch, could more be done im order 
to make the curve true, 1. e. the parts equidistant from the middle, alike in figure and posi- 
U i Ae 5 . . ly? 


tion? — : 

“The exact resemblance of the ‘eyes, considering -how compounded ‘this organ “is in its 
jure, how various and how delicate are the shades of colour with which its tris 1s tinged, 
how differently, as to effect upon appearance, the eye may be mounted in its socket, and how 
differently in different heads eyes actually are set, 1s a, property of animal bodies much to be 
admired. Of ten thousand eyes, I don’t know that-it would be possible to match one, except 
with its own fellow; or to distribute them into suitable pairs by any‘other selection than that 
which obtains. ; rf ; =) 

“The next circumstance to be remarked is, that, while the cavities of the body are so 
configurated, as, externally, to exhibit the most exact correspondency of the opposite sides, the 
contents of these cavities have no such correspondency. A line drawn down the middle af. 
the breast divides the thorax into two sides exactly similar; yet these two sides inclose very 
different contents. ‘The heart lies on the left side ; a lobe of the lungs on the right ; balancing 
each other, neither in size nor shape: . The same thing holds of the abdomen. The liver lies 
on the right side, without any similar viscus opposed to it on the left. ‘The spleen indeed is 
situated over against the liver; but agreeing with the liver, neither in bulk nor form. There 
is no equipollency between these. Fhe stomach-is a vessel, both irregular in its shape, and 
oblique-in its position. The foldings and doublings of the intestines do not present a parity 
of sides. “Yet'that symmetry which depends upon the correlation of the sides, is‘externally. 
preserved throughout the whole trunk ; and is the more remarkable in the lower parts of it, 
as the integuments are soft ; and the shape, consequently, is not, as the thorax is by its ribs, 
reduced by natural stays. -It is evident, therefore, that the external proportion does not arise 
from any equality in the shape or pressure of the internal contents. What is it indeed but a 
correction of inequalities? an adjustment, by mutual compensation, of anomalous forms into a 
regular congeries? the effect, in a word, of artful, and, if we might be permitted so to speak, 
of studied collocation ? : Bt, ay : 

“Similar also to this, is the third observation ; that an internal inequality in the feeding 
vessels is so managed, as to produceé“no inequality in parts which were intended to correspond. 
The right arm answers accurately to the left, both in size andshape; but the arterial branches, 
which supply the two arms, do not go off from their trunk, in a pair, in the same manner, at 
the same place, or at the same angle. Under which want of similitude, it is very difficult to 
conceive how the same quantity of blood should be pushed through each artery; yet the 
result is right ;, the two limbs which are nourished by them perceive no difference of supply, 
no effects of excess or deficiency. \ a : 

“Concerning the difference of manner, in which the: subclavian and carotid arteries, upon 
the different sides of the body, separate themselves from the aorta, Cheselden seems to have 
thought, that the advantage which the left, gain by going off at a much acuter angle than the 
right, is made up to the right by. their going off together in oné branch. It is very possible 
ie this may be the compensating contrivance ; and if it be so, how curious, how. hydrosta- 

ical! <a ‘ : 

‘The construction of the spine, another of Howe’s illustrations, is thus exemplified :— 

“The spine or back-bone is a chain of joints of very wonderful construction. Various, 
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difficult, ‘and almost inconsistent offices were to be executed by the same instrument. Tt was 


to be firm, yet flexible ; now I know of no chain made by art, which is both these; for by 
firmness I mean, not only strength, but stability ; firm, to support the erect position of the 


body ; flexible, allow of the ben ‘of the trunk in all degrees of curvature. It was further 
also, which is another, and quite a distinct purpose from the rest, to become:a pipe or conduit 
for the safe conveyance from the brain of the most important fluid of the animal frame, that, 


we 


namely, upon which all voluntary motion depends, the spinal marrow ; a substance, not only of — 
the first necessity to action, if not to life; but of a‘nature so delicate and tender, so suse ‘ible? bs 
and so impatient of injury, as that any unusual pressure upon it, or any considerable obstruc- 
tion of its course, is followed by paralysis or death. Now the spine was not only to furnish 

the main trunk for'the passage ofthe medullary substance from the brain, but to give out, in 

the course of its progress, small pipes therefrom, which being afterward indefinitely subdi- 
vided, might, under the name of nerves, distribute this exquisite supply to every part of the 
body. ‘The same spine was also to serve-another use not less wanted than the preceding, 
viz. to afford a fulcrum, stay, or-basis, (or, more properly speaking, a series’of these,) for the 
insertion of the muscles which are spread over the trunk ofthe body, in which trunk there are 

not, as in the limbs, cylindrical hones, to which they can be fastened: and, likewise, which 


is a sitmilar use, to furnish a support for the ends of the ribs to rest. upon. _ 


“Bespeak of a,workman a piece of mechanism which shall comprise allthese pur 


€ oses, and 
let him set about to contrive it; let him try his skill upon it; let him feel the | ficulty of ; 
- accomplishing the task, before he be told how the same thing is effected in the animal frame. 
Nothing will enable him to judge so well-of the wisdom which has been employed ; n¢ thing 
will dispose him to think of it so truly. First, for the firmness, yet flexibility, of the spine, it 
is composed of a great, number of bones (in the human subject of twenty four) joined toone. ~— 
another, and. compacted together by broad bases. The breadth of the bases -fnnes 


parts severally rest, and the closeness of the junction, give to the chain its firmness and | 
tability ; the number of parts, and consequent frequency of joints, its flexibility. Which 
xibility, we may also observe, varies-in different parts of the chain ; is least in the back, ° 
where strength more than flexure is wanted; greater in the loins, which it was necessary 
should be more supple than the back; and the greatest of all in the neck, for the free motion 
of the head. Then, secondly, in order to afford.a passage for the descent of the medullary 
substance, each of these bones is bored through in the middle in such a manner, as that, when 
ut together, the hole in one’bone falls into'a line, and corresponds. with the holes in the two 
ones contiguous to it. By which means, the perforated pieces, when joined, form an entire, 
closé, uninterrupted channel; at’ least, while the spine is upright and at rest. But, as a 
settled posture is ‘inconsistent with its use, a great difficulty still remained, which was to 
prevent the vertebree shifting upon one another, so as to break the line of the canal as often as 
the body. moves or twists ; or the joints gaping externally, whenever the body is bent forward, 
and the spine thereupon made to take the form of a bow. « These dangers, which are mecha- 
nical, are mechanically provided against. The vertebre, by means of their processes and 
-projections, and of the articulations which, some of these form with one another at their 
extremities, are so locked in and confined as to maintain in what are called the bodies or broad 
surfaces of the bones, the relative position nearly unaltered; and to throw the change and the 
pressure produced by flexion, almost entirely upon the intervening cartilages, the springiness 
and yielding. nature of whose substance admits of all the motion which is nécessary to be 
performed upon them, withont any chasm being produced by a separation of the parts. [ 
say of all ee taoue which is necessary ; for although we bend our backs to every degree 
i aoa inclination, the motion ofeach. vertebra is very small ; such is the advantage which 
receive from the chain being composed of so many links, the spine of so many bones. Had 
Pips ns sisted of three or four bones only, in bending the body, the spinal marrow must have 
been bruised at every angle. The reader need not be told that these intervening cartilages 
are gristles; and he may see them in perfection in a loin of veal, ‘Their form also favours 
the same intention.. They are thicker before than behind ; so that, when we stoop forward, 
the compressible substance -of the cartilage, yielding in its thicker and anterior part to the 
‘force which squeezes it, brings the surfaces of the adjoining vertebre nearer to the being 
parallel with one another than they were before, instead of increasing the inclination of their 
planes, which must have occasioned a fissure or opening between them. Thirdly, for the 
medullary canal giving out in its course, and in. a convenient order, a supply of nerves to 
different parts of the body, notches are made in the upper and lower edge of every-vertebra ; 
‘two on-each edge equidistant on each side from the middle‘fine of the back, When the 
vertebrz are put together, these notches, exactly fitting, fom small holes, through which the 
nerves,-at each articulation, issue_out in pairs, in order to send their branches to every part 
of the body, and with an equal bounty to both sides of the body. The fourth purpose assigned 
to the same instrument, is the insertion of the bases of the muscles, and the support of the : 
ends of the ribs ; and for this fourth purpose, especially the former part of it, a figure, specifi- 
cally suited to the design, and unnecessary for the other purposes, 1s given to the constituent 
bones. While they are plain, and round, and smooth, toward the front, where any rough- - 
ness or projection might have wounded the adjacent viscera, they .run out, behind, and on 
each side, into long processes, to which processes the nmuscles necessary to the motions of the 
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trunk are fixed; and fixed with such art, that, while the vertebre supply a basis for the 
satbeies, thé muscles help to keep these bones in their position, or by their tendons to tis them 
‘That most important, however, and general property, viz. the strenagaeee cor 
and the security against luxation, was to be still more specially consulted ; for where son 
joints were concerned, and where, in every one, derangement would have been fatal, it be ; 
subject of studious precaution. For this purpose, the vertebre are articulated, that is, the 
movable joints between them are formed, by means of those projections of their substance, 
which we have mentioned wider the name of processes; and these so lock in with, and over- 
‘wrap one another, as to secure the ma of the'vertebra, not only from accidentally slipping, 
por ahs from being pushed out of its place by any violence short of that whieh would break 
the hone; ei ; \ ee : Se 4 
_—- of i n and wonderful contrivance are as numerous as there are organized 
in nature, and as there are relations between bodies which are not organized. The 
subject is, therefore, inexhaustible. The cases stated are sufficient for the illustration of this 


: species of argument for the existence of an intelligent First Cause. Many others are given 
: with great force and interest in the Natural Theology. of Paley, frome the above quota- 
tions have been made; but his chapter on the: Personality of the Deity contains applications 


of the argument from design, too important to be overlooked. ‘The same course’ of reasoning 
- may be traced in many other writers, but by none has it been expressed with so much clear- 
ness and felicity. ; = et es Si utediars- ais sane 
= «“ Contrivance, if established, appears to me Ro prove every thing which we wish to prove. 
Amongst other things it proves, the personality of the Deity, as distinguished from what is 
sometimes called nat sometimes called a principle; which terms, m the mouths of those 
who use them philosophically, seem to be intended, to admit and to express-an efficacy, but- 
to exchude and to deny a personal agent. Now that which can contrive, which.can design, 
must be a m. These capacities constitute personality, for they imply consciousness and 
; ght. hey require that which can perceive an end or purpose ; as well as the power of 
providing means, and of directing them to their end. They require a centre in which percep- 
tions unite, and from which volitions flow; which is mind. "The acts of a mind prove the 
existence of a mind ; and in whatever a mind resides, is a person. - : < 
“ Of this we are certain, that, whatever the Deity be, neither the universe, nor any part-of 
it which we see, can be he. The universe itself is merely a collective name: its parts are all 
whieh are real, or which are things. Now inert matter is out of the question; and organized 
substances include marks of contrivance. But whatever includes marks of contrivance, what- 
ever, in Its constitution, testifies design, necessarily carries us to something beyond itself, to 
J some other being, to a designer prior to, and out of, itself, No animal, for mstance, can have 
contrived its own limbs and senses; can have been the author to itself of the design with 
which they were constructed. That supposition involves all the absurdity of self creation, 
le, of acting without existing. Nothing can be God which is ordered by a wisdom and a 
will which itself is void of; which is indebted for any of its properties to contrivance ab extra. 
e not having that in his nature which requires the’ exertion of another prior being, (which 
property is sometimes called self sufficiency, and sometimes self comprehension,) appertains 
to the Deity, as his essential distinction, and removes his nature from that of all things which 
we see. Which consideration contains the answer toa question that has sometimes been 
asked, namely, Why, since something or other musthave existed from eternity, may not the. 
present universe be that something. The contrivance, perceived in it, provesthat to be 
impossible. Nothing contrived can, in a strict and proper sense, be eternal, forasmuch as the 
contriver must have existed before the contrivance. : ‘a Che 
“We have already noticed, and we must here notice again, the misapplication of eexeen 
‘law,’ and the mistake concerning the idea which that term expresses in physics, whenever 
such idea is made to take the place of power, and still more of-an intelligent power, and, as 
such, to be assigned for the cause of any thing, or of any property of ahy thing, that exists, 
This is what we are secretly apt to do when we speak of organized bodies (plants, for 
instance, or animals) owing their production, their form, their growth, their qualities, their 
beauty, their use, to any law“or laws of nature ; and when we are contented to-sit down with. 
that answer to our Iquries concerning them. Isay once more, that it is a perversion of 
language to assign any law, as the efficient operative cause of any thing. A law presupposes 
an agent, for it is only the mode according to which an agent proceeds ; it implies a power, 
for it is the order according to which that power.acts. Without this agent, without this power, 
which areboth distinct from itself, the ‘law? does.nothing ; is nothing. ; 
“What has been said concerning ‘law,’ holds true of mechanism. Mechanism ig not itself 
power. Mechanism without power can do nothing: Let a watch be contrived and constructed 
a ee aera £ re its parts ever So many, ever so complicated, ever so finely wrought 
* Stleraty Put together, it cannot go without a weight or spring, i. e. without a force inde- - 
pendent of, and ulterior to, its mechanism. The spring’ acting at the centre, -will produce 
different motions and different results, according to the variet of the intermediate mechanism 
> One and the selfsame sprms- aking in 5 1d th Yy ass BS ae a eas 
Staaf. may he thétwa, Spring, acting in one and the same manner, viz. by simply expanding 
» may be the cause ofa hundred different and all useful movements, if a hundred different 
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and well-devised sets of wheels be placed between it and the final effect, e. g. may point out 
the hour of the day, the day of the month, the age-of the moon, the penton of the platiots, 

cycle of the years, and many other serviceable notices; and these movements may fulfil 
“purposes with more or less perfection, according as the mechanism is better or worse 
ontrived, or better or worsé executed, or in a better or worse state of repair ; but in all cases, 
it is necessary that the spring act at the centre. ‘The course of our reasoning upon such-a subject 
would be this. By inspecting the watch, even when standing still, we get a proof of contri- 


mere wheels of the machine ; that there is a secret spring or a gravitating jina 
that there is force and energy, as well as mechanism. e BST aE. = 

“So then, the watch in motion establishes to the observer two conclusions: one; that 
thought, contrivance, and design; have been employed in the forming, proportioning, and 
-arranging of-its parts appnd that whoever or wherever he be, or-were, such a contriver there is, 
or was: the other; t force or power, distinct from mechanism, is, at this present time, 
acting upon it. If Il saw a hand mill even at rest, I should see contrivance ; but if I saw it 
grinding, I should be assured that a hand was at the windlass, though in another room. It is 
the same in nature.. In the works of nature weirece mechanism ; and this alone proves con- 
trivance ; but living, active, moving, productive nature, proves also the exertion of a power 
at the centre ; for wherever the power resides, may be denominated the centre. : é 

“The intervention and disposition of what are called ‘ second causes’ fall under the same 
observation. ‘This disposition-is or is not mechanism, according as we can or cannot trace it 

- senses, and. means of examination. That is all the difference there is; and it is a 

ence which respects our faculties, not the things themselves. Now where the order of 

: d causes is mechanical, what is here said of mechanism strictly applies to it. But it 

would be always mechanism, (natural chemistry, for instance, would be mechanism,) if our 

senses were acute enough tu descry.it. Neither mechanism, therefore, in the works of nature, 

nor the intervention of what are called second causes, (for I think that they are the same 
thing; ) excuses thé necessity of an agent distinct from both. : 

“Tf, intracing these causes, it be said, that we find certain general properties of matter, 
which have nothing in them that bespeaks intelligence, I answer that, still; the managing of 
these properties, the pointing and directing them to the. uses which we see made of them, 
demands intelligence in the highest dégree. For example, suppose animal secretions to be 
elective attractions, and that such and such attractions universally belong to. such and such 
substances; in all which there is “no intellect concerned ; still the choice and collocation of 
these substances, the fixing upon right substances and disposing them in right places, must 
be an act of intelligence. at mischief would follow, were there a single transposition of 
the secretory organs ; a single mistake m arranging the glands which compose them! < 

“There may be many second causes, and many courses of second causes, one behind 
another, between what we observe of nature, and the Deity ; but there must be intelligence 
somewhere ; there must be more in nature than what we see; and among the things unseen, 
there must be an intelligent, designing author. The philosopher beholds with astonishment 
the production of things around him. Unconscious particles of matter take their stations, and 
severally range themselves.in an order, so as to become collectively plants or animals, 1. e. 
organized bodies, with parts bearing strict and evident relation to one another, and to the 
utility of the whole: and it should seem that these particles could not move in any other way 
than as they do; for they testify not the smallest sign of choice, or liberty, or discretion. 
‘There may be particular intelligent bemgs guiding these motions in each case ; or they may 
be the result of trains of mechanical dispositions, fixed beforehand by an intelligent appoint- 
ment, arid kept in action by a power at the centre. But, in either case, there must be 
intelligence.” be 3 ‘ 

The above afguments, as they irresistibly confirm the Scripture doctrine of the existence 
of an intelligent First Cause, expose the extreme folly and absurdity of Atheism. - The first 
of the leading theories which it has assumed, is the eternity of matter. When this means the 
eternity of the world in its present form and constitution, it is contradicted by the changes 
which are actually, and every moment taking place in it; and, as above argued, by the con- 
trivance which it every where presents, and which, it has been proved, necessarily supposes 
that designing intelligence, we call God. When'it means the eternity of unorganized matter 
only, the subject which has recetved those various forms, and orderly arrangements, which 
imply contrivance and’ final. causes, it leaves untouched the question of an intelligent cause, 
the author of the forms with which it has been impressed. A creative cause may, and niust, 
nevertheless exist; and this was the opinion of many of the ancient theistical philosophers, 
who ascribed eternity both to God and to matter; and considered creation, not as the bringing 
of something out of nothing, but as the framing of what actually existed without order and 
without end. But though this tenet was held, in conjunction with a belief in the Deity, by 
many who had not the light of the Scripture revelation ; yet its manifest tendency is to- 
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Atheism,. because it supposes the impossibility of creation in the absolute sense; and thus 
produces limited notions of God, from which the transition to an entire denial of him is an 
easy step. In modern fimes, therefore, the opinion of the eternity of matter has been held. by 
few but absolute Atheists.. ; %, 5 
Vhat seems to have led to the notion of a pre-existent and eternal matter out of which the 
world was formed, was the supposed impossibility of a creation from nothing, according to the 
maxim, ‘ex nihilo nihil fit’? The philosophy was however bad,.because as no contradiction — 
was implied in thus ascribing to God the power 'to create out of nothing j it was a,matter of 
choice, whether to allow what was merély not comprehensible by man, or to-put: limitations 
without reason to the power of God. ‘Thus Cudworth: : ; eiseeeee 
- “ Because it is undeniably certain, concerning ourselves, and all imperfect beings, that none 


_of these can create any new substance, men are apt to measure all things by their own scantling, 


d to suppose it universally impossible for any power whatever thus to create. But since it 
is certain, that imperfect beings can themselves produce some things out of nothing pre-exist- 
Ing, as new cogitations, new local motion, and new modifications of things corporeal, it is surely 
reasonable to think that an absolutely perfect being can do something more, #. e. create new 
substances, or give’ them their whole beg. And it may well bé thought as easy for God or 
an omnipotent, Being, to make a whole world, matter and.all, ef sx ovrwy, as it is forus to 
create a thought or to move a finger, or for the sun tosend out rays, or a candle light, or lastly, 
for an opaque body to produce an image of itself in a glass or water, or to project a shadow: 
all these imperfect things being but the energies, rays, images, or shadows, of the Deity.. For 
a substance to be made out of nothing by God, or a Being infinitely perfect, is not for it to-be, 
made out of nothing in the impossible sense, because it comes from him whois all. Nor can 
it be said.to be impossible for any thing whatever to be made by that which hath not*only 
infinitely greater perfection, but also infinite active power. It is indeed true, that infinite power 
itself cannot do things in their own nature impossible ; and, therefore, those who deny creation, 
ought to prove, that it is absolutely impossible for a substance, though not for an accident or 
modification, to be brought from non-existence into being. . But nothing is in itself impossible, 
which does not imply a contradiction: and though it be.a contradiction for a thing.to be and 
not to be at-the same.time, there is surely no contradiction in conceiving an imperfect being, 
which before was not, afterward to be.” __. aa 

It is not necessary to refer to the usual metaphysical. arguments to show the non-eternity 
of matter, by proving that its existence must be necessary if it be eternal ; and, if necessary; 
that it must be infinite, &c. They are not of much value. Every man bears in himself the 
proof of a creation out of nothing, so that the objection from the impossibility: of the thing is 
at once removed. : : 3 : 

“That sensation, intelligence, consciousness, and volition, are not the result of any modi- 
fications of figure and motion, is,a truth as-evident as that constiousness is not swift, rior 
volition square. If then these be the powers or properties. of a being distinct from matter, 
which we think capable of the completest proof, every man who does not believe that his mind 
has existed and been conscious from eternity, must be convinced that the power of creation 
has been exerted on himself. [fit be denied that there.is any immaterial substance in man, 
still it must be confessed, that, as matter is not essentially conscious, and cannot be made so 
by any particular organization, there is.some real thing or entity, call.it what you please, 
which has either existed and been conscious from eternity, or been in time brought from non- 


; entity into existence by an exertion of infinite power.” 
~The former no sober person will contend for, and tfie latter therefore must. be admitted. 


~ On'these grounds the absurdity of Atheism is manifest. If it-attributes the various arrange- 
ments of material things to chance, that is, to nothing, it rests in design without .a designer ; 
in effects without a cause. If it allow an intelligent cause operating to produce these effects, 
but denies him to be almighty, by ascribing eternity to matter, and placing its creation beyond 
his power, it acknowledges with us indeed a God; but makes him an imperfect being, limited 
im his power ; and it chooses to acknowledge this limited and imperfect being not only without 
reason, for we have just seen that creation out of nothing implies no contradiction, but even 
against reason, for the acknowledgment of a creation out of nothing must be-forced from him 
by his own experience, unless he -will contend that that conscious being himself may have 
existed from eternity without being conscious of. existence, except for the space of a few 
past years. eee , ; . 

On some modern schemes of Atheism, Paley justly remarks; ; 

JT much doubt, whether the new schemes i advanced any thing upon the old, or done 
more than changed the terms of the nomenclature. For instance, I could never see the 
difference between the antiquated system of atoms and Buffon’s organic molecules. This 
philégdifier, having made a planet by knocking off from the sun a piece of melted glass, in 
consequence of the stroke of a comet; and having set it in motion by the same stroke “both 
round its own axis and the sun, finds his next difficulty to be, how to bring plants and animals 
upon it. In order to solve this difficulty; we. are to suppose the universe replenished with 
particles endowed with life, but without organization or senses of their own: and endowed 
also with a tendency to marshal themselves into organized forms, ‘The concourse of these 
particles, by virtue of this tendency, but without intelligence, will, or direction, (for Ido not 
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find that any of these qualities are ascribed to them,) has produced the living forms which 
We now see. oo 2 ea = Sr ET eet Os Wietlg ter 
» “ Very few of the conjectures, which philosophers hazard upon these subjects, have more 

_ of pretension in them, than the challenging you to show the direct impossibility of the hypo 
thesis. In the present example there seemed to be a positive objection to the whole scheme 
upon the very face of it; which was that, if the case were as here represented, new combi- 
nations ought’ to be perpetually taking place; new plants and animals, or organized bodies 
which were neither, ought to be starting up before our eyes every day. For this, however, 
our philosopher has an answer.— W hilst so many forms of plants and animals are already in 
existence, and, consequently, so many ‘internal moulds,’ as he calls them, are prepared and 
at hand, the organic particles run into these moulds, and are employed in supplying an, 

accession of substance to them, as well for their growth, as for their propagation. By which 

means, things keep their ancient course. . But, says the same philosopher, should any general 
loss or déstruction of the present constitution of organized bodies take place, the particles for 

want of ‘moulds’ into which they: might enter, would run_into different combinations, and 
replenish the waste with new species of organized substances. _ ’ Bron. 
_ “Ts there any history to countenance this notion? Is it known, that any destruction has. 

been so repaired? any desert thus re-peopled ? 

“ But, these wonder-working instruments, these ‘internal moulds,’ what are they after all ? 
what, when examined, but a name without signification? unintelligible, if not self-contra- 
dictory ; at the best, differing in nothing from the ‘ essential forms’ of the Greek philosophy ? 
One short sentence of Buffon’s works exhibits his scheme as follows: ‘When this nutritious 
and prolifie matter, which is diffused throughout all nature, passes through the internal mould 
of an animal. or vegetable, and finds a proper matrix or receptacle, it gives rise to an animal 
er vegetable of the same species.’ Does any reader. annex a meaning to the expression 
¢ internal mould, in this sentence ? Ought it then to be said, that though we have little notion 
of an internal mould, we have not-much more of a designing mind ?-. The very contrary of 
this assertion is the truth. "When we speak of an artificer or an architect, we talk of what is 
comprehensible to our understanding, and familiar to our experience. We use no other terms, 
than what refer us for their meaning to our consciousness and observation ; what express the 
constant objects of both; whereas names, like that we-have mentioned, refer us te nothing; 
excite no idea; convey a sound to the ear, but I think-do no more. ; ; 

» “ Another system, which has lately been brought forward, and with much ingenuity, is that 
of.appetencies. ‘The principle, and the short account of the theory, is this: pieces of soft, 
ductile matter, being endued with propensities or appetencies for particular actions, would, by 
continual endeavours, carried on through a long series of generations, work themselves gra- 
dually into suitable forms; and at length acquire, though perhaps. by obscure and almost 
imperceptible improvements, an organization fitted to the action which their respective propen- 
sities led them to exert.—A piece of animated matter, for example, that was endued with a 
repensity to fly, though ever so shapeless, though no other we will suppose than a round 
fall, to begin with, would, in a course of ages, if not in a million of years, perhaps in a 
hundred million of years, (for_our theorists, having eternity to dispose of, are never sparing in 
time,) acquire wings. The same tendency to locomotion in an aquatic animal, or rather in an 
animated lump which might happen to be surrounded by water, would end in the production 
of fins : in a living substance, confined to the solid earth, would put out legs and feet ; or, if it 
took a different turn, would break the body into ringlets, and conclude by crawling upon 
the ground. oe | : ; , 

“ The scheme under consideration is open to the same objection with other conjectures of a 
similar tendency, viz. a total defect of evidence. No changes, like those which the theory 
requires, have ever been observed. All the changes in Ovid’s Metamorphoses might have 
been effected by these appetencies, if the theory were true: yet not an example, nor the 
pretence of an example, is offered of a single change being known tohave taken place. =~ 

“ The solution when applied to the works of nature generally, is contradicted by many of 
the phenomena, and totally inadequate to others. The ligaments or strictures, by which the 
tendons are tied down at the angles of the joints, could by uo possibility be formed by the 
motion or exercise. of ‘the tendons themselves; by any appetency exciting these parts into 
action: or by any tendency arising therefrom. The tendency is all the other way ; the conatus 
in constant opposition to them: Length of time does not help the case at all, but the reverse. 
The valves also in the blood vessels, could never be formed in the manner which our theorist 
proposes. ‘The blood, in its right and natural course, has no tendency to form them. When 
obstructed or refluent, it has the contrary. These parts could not grow out of their use, though 
they had eternity to grow in. pestle: d 

« The senses of animals appear to me altogether incapable of receiving the explanation of 
their origin which this theory affords. Including under the word ‘sense’ the organ and the 
perception, we have no account of either. How will our philosopher get at vision, or make an 
eye? Howshould the blind animal affect sight, of which blind animals, we know, have neither 
conception nor desire? Affecting it, by what operation of its will, by what endeavour to see, 
could it so determine the fluids of its body, as to inchoate the formation of an eye? or suppose 
the eye formed, would the perception follow? The same of the other senses. And this 
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ejecta ode its forte, ¢ han ,.to tl 
changes too slow to be obseryed by man, or brought within any comparison which he is able 
ast the present : coneede what you please to. these arbitrary and 


ret what you will to the hamid of time, to the power of habit, to 
“to make of | things’ wit ; L 
w will they help you? Here is no inception. No laws, no course; 


1 ure e prevail at present, nor any analogous to these, could give com- 
- mencement to a new sense. And it is in vain to inquire, how that might proceed which could: 
never begin: Roos tea eg. SAG Pg amie cr MGs inva : 

_ “Tn the last place: what do these appetencies mean when applied to plants? Tam not able 
to give 4 signification to the jel, Wiekvean be transferred from animals to plants ; or which 
is common to both. “Yet-a no less successful organization is found in plants, than what, 
obtains in animals, A shution is ted for one as well as the olper. Sho by ; 

. Upon the whole ; after all the schemes and struggles of a relue ant phi osophy, the neces- 
sary resort is a Deity. The marks of design are too strong to be got over. * Design must 
have had'a designer. That designer must.have been a person. That p § Gon.” i 
Well has it been said, thi ‘Atheism is, in all its theories, a credulity of the grossest kind, 
equally degrading to the unéerstanding arid to the heart: for what reflecting and honest mind: 
can fo’ a moment put these'theories into competition with that revealed in the Scriptures, at 
“once so sublime and so convincing ; and which instead of shunning, like those just mentioned, 
‘an appeal to facts, bids us look to the avens and tothe earth; assemble-the aggregate of 
beings, great and small; and examine their structtire, and mark their relations, in proof that 
there must exist an All-wise_and an Almighty Creator? 9° 9) 0 

Suchis the evidence which the doctrine of a Deity receives from experience, observation, 
and rational induction, @ posteriori. The argument thus stated, has an overwhelming -force, 
and certainly needs no other, though attempts have been made to obtain proof @ priori, and 

thus to meet and rout the forces of the enemy in both directions. No instance is however I 
believe on record of an Attheistic conversion having been produced by this process, and it may 
be ranked among the over zealous attempts of the advocates of truth. . It 1s well mtentioned,’ 
but unsatisfactory, and so far-as on the one hand it has led to a neglect of the more convincing, 
and powerful course of argument drawn from “the things which do appear ;” and, on the other, 
has encouraged a dependence upon a mode of investigation, to which the human mind is ' 
inadequate, which in many instances is an utter mental-delusion, and which scarcely two 
minds will conduct in the sae manner; it has probably: been*mischievous in its effects by 
inducing a skepticism not arismg out-of the nature of the case, but from -the imperfect and 
unsatisfactory Investigations of the human understanding, pushed beyond the limit of its” 
powers. In most instances it is a sword which cuts.two ways; and-the mere imaginary 
assumptions of those who think they have found out a new way.to demonstrate’ truth, 
have in many instances éither done disservice to it by absurdity, or yielded principles which 
unbelievers have connected with the most injurious conclusions. “We néed only instance the 
doctrine of the necessary existence of the Deity, when reasoned @ prioi. Some acuté Infidels 
have thanked those for the discovery wlio intended nothing so little as to encourage error; 
and have argued from that notion, that the Supreme Being cannot be a free agent; and have 
thus set the first principles of religion at variance with the Scriptures. The fact seems to be, 
that though, when once the existence of a first and intelligent cause is established, some of his 
attributes are capable of proof @ priori, (how much that proof is worth, is another question, ) 

that his existence itself-adinits of no such demonstration, and that in the nature of the thing 
it is impossible, i x ; pe 

The reason of this is drawn from the very nature of an argument @ priori. It is an argument 

from an antecedent to a consequent, from cause to effect.: If therefore there be any thing 
existing im nature, or could have been, from which the being and attributes of God might have 
been derived, or any thing which can be justly corsidered as prior im order of nature or con- 
ception to the first cause of all things; then may the argument from such prior thing or principle - 
be good and valid. But if there is in reality nothing prior to the being of God, considered as 
the first cause and causality, nothing in nature, nothing in reason, then the attempt is fruitless 
to argue from it; and we improperly pretend to search into the grounds or reasons of the first, 
cause, of whom antecedently we neither do nor. can know any thing. i Matar 
“As the force of the argument @ priort has however been much debated, it may not be useless 


- to enter somewhat more fully into the subject.” 


One of the earltest, and ablest advocates of this mode of demonstrating the existence of 
God, was Dr. Samuel Clarke. He however first proceeds @ posteriori to prove, from the actual 


_ existence. of dependent beings, the existence from eternity of “one unchangeable and inde- 


pendent Being ;” and thus makes himself debtor to this obvious and plain demonstration before 
~he can prove that, this being is; in his sense, necessarily existent. Necessity of existence 
is therefore tacitly-acknowledged, not to be a tangible idea in the first instance; and the 
weight of the. proof is tacitly confessed to rest. upon the argument from effect to cause, which if 
admitted needs no a from a more abstract course of arguing, For if the first argument 
be allowed, every thing else follows; and it must be allowed, before the higher.ground of 
demonstration: can be taken. We have seen the guarded manner in which Howe, in the 
uotation before given, has stated the notion of the necessary existence of the Divine Being. 

r. S. Clarke and his followers have refined upon this, and given a view of the subject which. 
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: Is are, “ To he selfexistent is to exist by. an 
absolute necessity, originally in the nature of th 
be barely consequent upon our supposition of 


is liable to the strongest chjectiotiat® His na 
the 


the existence of such a being, for ther 
not be a necessity absolutely such in itself, nor be the ground or ia of the e ce oO 


thing, being on the contrary only a consequent of it; but it must antecedently force itself 
upon us whether we will or not; even when we are endeavouring to suppose that no such 
eine exists.” (2) i _ eas ph Sapp h  bsas me 
One of the reasons® given fo this opinion is, ** ce A Be in Pe permanent 
ground or reason for the existence of the first cause, otherwise its being would be owing to 
meré chance.” But to this it has been well replied, “Why must we say that God has. his 
existence from, ¢ that he does.exist for some prior cause or reason? Why may we not sai 
that God exists as the first cause of all things, and theredport surcease from all further ing 
nies? God moo muh ‘T am,’ anid he had done. “But the aroma it did prove any thing, 


would prove too mi To evince which, let the same way of reasoning be’ applied to what 
you call the ground or the reason of the: existence of the first cause, and then with very li 
variation, I retort upon you im your own words. “If this ground or reason be‘itself any } 


or any property of any thing, of what nature, kind “or degree soever, there must according to | 


your way of reasoning, be in nature a ground of reason of the existence of such your antece-: 
dent necessity, ‘a reason why it is, rather than why it is not, otherwise its existence will be 
owing to, or dependént on, mere chance.’ You observe elsewhere that ‘nothing canbe more 
absurd than to suppose ‘that any thing, or any circumstance of any thing, ‘is, and “yet that, 
there is‘absolutely no reason why it is, rather than why it is not.’ This consideration you . 
allege as a Vindication of your assigniig a reason, di’ priori, for-the existence of the first cause, 
If therefore’ your supposed reason, ground, or necessity, be ‘any thing or any supposable 
circumstance of any thing,’ as surely it must be, if not mere nothing, then by the same rule, 
such ‘ ground,’ ‘necessity,’ &c, must have a reason, @ priori, why itis, rather than why it is 
not, and after that another, and then a third, and so on in infinitum. _ And thus in your way 
we may be always secking a first cause, and never be able to find one, whereon to fix our- 
selves, or such our restless and-unprofifable inquiries. “While indeed we consider only inferior 


exiStencies and second causes, there will always. be room left for inquiring why such things | 


are, and how such things came to be as they are; because this is only: seeking and. investigat- 
ing the initial, the efficient, or the final cause of their existence. But when we are advanced 
beyond all causes procatarctical-and final, it remains only to’say, ‘that such is our first cause 
and ¢ausality, that we know it exists, and without prior cause ; and with this you yourself will 
be obliged to fall in, the first step you further take ; for if we ask you of the antecedent necessity, . 


whence it is, and what prior ground there was for it, -you must yourself be content to say—so — 


it is, you know not why, you know not how.” (3) e os 
The necessary existence of the first cause, considered’as a logical necessity, may be made out 
without difficulty, and is indeed demonstrated in the arguments giyen above; but.the natural 
necéssity of his existence is a subject too subtle for human grasp, and, from its obscurity, is 
calculated to mislead. Every thing important in the idea, so far as it is. unexceptionable, is 
well and safely expressed by Baxter. “That which could be eternally without a cause, and 
itself cause all things, is self-sufficient and independent.” (4) ‘This seemis the only true notion 
of necessary existence, and care should be taken to use the term in-a definite and comprehen- 
sible sense. ‘The word necessity when applied’ to existence may be taken in two acceptations, 
either as it arises from the relation which the existence of that, of whieh it is affirmed has to 
the existence of other things, or from the relation which the actual existence of that thing has 
to the manner of its own existence. In the former sense, it denotes that the supposition of the 
non-existence of that of which the necessity is affirmed, implies the nofi-existence of things, 
«ve know to exist. Thus some independent being does necessarily exist; because to sup-— 
Hose no independent being, implies that there are no dependent beings, the contrary of which 
we know to be true. In the second sense, necessity means that the being of which it 1s 
affimed exists after such a manner as that it never could in time past have been non- 
existent, or can in future time cease to be. Thus every independent being, as it exists 
without a cause, is necessarily existing, because existence is essential to such a being; so that 
it never could begin to exist, and never can cease to be: for to suppose a being to begin to 
exist, or to lose its existence, is to suppose a change from non-entity to entity, or vice versa ; 
and to suppose such a change is to suppose a cause upon which that being depends, Every 
being therefore which is independent, that is, which had no cause of its existence, must ewist 
necessarily, and cannot possibly have berun to exist in time past, or cease ‘to be in time future. 
Stull further on Dr. §. Clarke’s view of the necessary existence of the Supreme Being, it 
has been observed, ‘ ; = : 
“ But what is this necessity which proves so itch ? It is the ground of existence (he says) 
of that which exists of itself; and if so, it must, in the order of nature, and in our. conceptions, 
be antecedent to that being of whose existence it is the ground. Concerning such a principle, 
there are but three suppositions which can possibly be made; and all of them may be shown 
“es , 5 ‘ 
(2) Demonstration 1, (3) Gretton’s Review of the Argument @ priori. _ (4) Reasons of the Christian 
Religion. Yes he ie - 4 ae * 
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to be absurd and contradictory. We may suppose either the substance itself, some property 
of that substance, or something extrinsic to both, to be this antecedent ground of existence 
prior in the order of nature to the first cause. Pee = RAO Somes 

“ One would think, from the turn of the argument which hore’ represents this antecedent - 
necessity as efficient and causal, that it were. considered as somethmg extrinsic to the first 
cause: Indeed, if the words have any meaning in them at all, or any force of argument, they 
must be so understood, just as we understand them of any-external cause producing its effect. 
But as an extrinsic principle is absurd in itself, and is besides rejected by Dr. S. Clarke, who 
says expressly, that ‘of the thing which derives: not its being from any other thing, this 
necessity or ground of existence must be in the thing itself,” we need not say a word more of 
the last of these suppositions.. as enc iee ge ; F 

“ Let us then consider the first ; let us take the substance itself, and try whether it can be 
conceived as prior or antecedent to itself in our conceptions. or in the order of nature. . Surely 
we need not observe that nothing can be more absurd or contradictory than such a supposition, 
Dr. S. Clarke himself repeatedly affirms, and it would be strange indeed if he did not affirm, 
that no being, no thing whatever, can be conceived as in any respect prior to the first cause.. 

“The only remaining supposition is, that some attribute or property of the self-existent 


~ being may be ‘conceived: asin the order of nature antecedent to that Being. But this, if 


uted to its subject as its.ground or support, and not the su ject to.its attribute. A-property, 
in the very notion of it, is proper to. the substance to which it belongs, and Subsequent to it 
both in our conceptions and.in the order of nature. An antecedent attribute, or antecédent 
property, is a solecism as great, and a contradiction as-flat, as an antecedent subsequent or a 
subsequent antecedent, understood in the same sense and in the sanie syllogism..Every property 
or attribute, as such, presupposes its subject; and cannot otherwise be understood. This 
a truth so obvious and so forcible, that it. sometimes extorts the assent even of those who upon 
other occasions labour to obscure it. It is corifessed by Dr. S.Clarke, that ‘ the scholastic 
way of proving the existence of a self-existent being from the absolute perfection of his nature, 
is vorepov wpvrepov. For all or any perfections (says he) presupposes existence; which is a 
petitio principii.” If therefore properties, modes, or.attributes in God, be considered as per- 
fections, (and it is impossible to. consider them as any thing else,) then, by this confession of 
the great Author himself, they must all or any of them presuppose existence. It is indeed 
immediately added in the same place, ‘ that bare necessity of existence does not presyppose; 
but infer existence ;?. which is true only if such necessity be supposed to be a principle extrinsic, 
the absurdity of which has been already shown, and is indeed universally confessed. « If-it.be 
a mode or property, it must presuppose the existence of its, subject, as certainly and as 
evidently-as it is a mode or a property. It might perhaps @ posteriort infer the existence of its 
subject, as effects may infer a cause; but that it should infer.in the other way @ priori is 
altogether as impossible as that a triangle should be a square, or a globe a parallelogram.” (5) 
The true idea of the necessary existence of God is, that he thus. exists because it is-his 
nature, as an independent and uncaused being, to be; his being is necessary because it is 
underived, not wnderived because itis necessary. The first is the sober sense of the word 
among our old divines ; the latter is-a theory’of modern date, and leads to no practical: result 
whatever, except to entangle the mind in difficulty, arid to-give a colour to some very injurious. 
errors. ; * aps 
_ Equally unsatisfactory, and therefore quite as litjle calculated to serve the cause of truth, 
is the argument from space ; which is represented by Newton, Clarke, and others, as an infinites 
mode of an infinite substance, and that substance God, so that from the existence of space itself 
may be argued the existence of one supreme and infinite Being. Berkeley, Law, and others, 
have however shown the fallacy of considering space either as a substance, or a mode, and have 
brought these speculations under the dominion of common sense, and rescued them from meta- 
physical delusion. ‘They have rightly observed, that space is a mere negation, and that to 
Suppose it to have existence, because it has some properties, for instance, of penetrability, or 
the capacity of receiving body, is the same thing as to affirm that darkness must be something 
because it has the capacity of receiving light, and silence something because it has the property 
of admitting sound, and absence the property of being supplied by presence. To reason in this 
manner is to assign absolute: negations, and such as, in the same way, may be applied to 
nothing, and then call them positive properties, and so infer that the chimera, thus clothed 
with them, must needs be-something.. ‘The arguments in favour of the real existence of space 
as ay ee positive, have failed in the hands of their first great authors, and the attempts 
since made to uphold them have added nothing but what is exceedingly futile, and indeed often 
obviously absurd. ‘The whole of this controversy has left us only to lament the waste of labour 
which has been employed in erecting around the impregnable ramparts of the great arguments 
on which the cause rests with so much safety, the useless incumbrances of mud and straw. 
The proof of the being of a God reposes wholly then wpon arguments @ posterior’, and it. 
needs no other; though we shall see as we proceed that even these arguments, strong and 
irrefutable as they are when rightly applied, have been used to-prove more as to some of the 
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(5) Law’s Inquiry. 
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attributes of God, than can satisfactorily be drawn from them. . Even with this safe and con- 
vinemg process of reasoning at our command, we. shall-find, at every step of an inquiry into 
the Divine Nature, our entue dependence upon divine revelation, for our primary light. ‘That 
must both originate Mier eee scenic and conduct them to a satisfactory result. 
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‘Tur existence of a Supreme Creator, and First Cause of all things, himself tineatsed, and 
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independent, and therefore self-existent, having been proved, the next question is, whether 
there exists more than one such being, or in other words, whether we are to ascribe-to him an 
absolute unity or soleness. On this point the testimony of the Scriptures is express, and 
unequivocal. “ The Lord our God is ‘one Lord,” Deut. vi, 4. #¢ The Lord he is God, there 
is NONE ELsE beside him,” Deut. iv, 35.- ‘* Thou art God atonr,”. Psalm lxxxvi, 10.) “ We 
kmow that an idol is nothing in the world, and'there is none other God but ont.” Nor is this 
stated in Scripture, merely to exclude all other creators, governors, and deities, in connection 
with men, and the system of created things which we behold; hut absolutely, so as to exclude 
the idea of the existence, any where, of more than one divine nature. FES ; 
Of-this Unity, the proper Scripture notion-may be thus expressed. Some things are one 
by virtue of composition, but God hath no parts, nor is compounded; but is a pure simple 
being. Some are oné in‘kind, but admit many individuals of the same kind, as men, angels, 
and other creatures ; but God is so one that there are no other gods, though there are other 
beings. Some things are.so one, as that there exists no other of the same kind, as are one 
sun, one moon, one world, one heaven; yet~there might have been more, if it had pleased 
God so to will it.. But God is so one that there is not, there cannot be another Gop. He is’ 
one only, and takes up the Deity so fully as to'admit no fellow. (7) - 
The proof of this important doctrine from Scripture is short and simple. We have undoubted | 
— of-a revelation from the Maker and Governor of this present world. Granting him to 
e wise and good, “itis impossible that God should lie,” and his own testimony assigns to 
him an exelusive Deity. If we admit the authority of thé Scriptures, we admit a Deity; if 
we admit one God; we exclude all others. . The truth of Scripture resting as we have seen on 
proofs which eannot be<resisted without universal skepticism, and universal skepticism being 
re to be impossible by the common conduct of even the most skeptical men, the proof of the 
ivine Unity rests:preeisely on the same basis, and is sustained by the same certain evidence. 
On this as.on the former point however there is much rational confirmation, to which revela- 
tion has given us the key; though without that, and even in its strongest form, it may be 
coneluded from the prevalence of polytheism among the generality of nations, and of dualism 
among others, that the human mind would have had but too indistinct a view of this kind of 
evidence to rest in a conclusion so necessary to true religion and to settled rulés of morals. 
To prove the unity of God several arguments @ priori have~been made use of; to which 
mode of proof, provided the argument itself be logical, no objection lies. For though it appears 
absurd to attempt to prove @ priori the existence of a first. cause, secing that nothing can either 
in order of time or order of nature be prior to him, or be conceived prior to him; ‘yet the exist- 
ence of an independent, and self-existent cause of all things being made known te us by 
revelation, and confirmed by the phenoniena of actual and dependent existence, a ground is: 
laid for considering, from this fact, which is antecedent in order of nature, though not in order 
of time, the consequent attributes with which such a Being must be invested. ~ 
Among the arguments of this class to prove the Divine Unity, the following are the principal. 
Dr. 8. Clarke argues from his view of the necessary existence of the Divine Being. “ Neces- 
sity,” he observes, “absolute in itself, is simple and uniform, and universal, without any 
possible difference, difformity or variety whatsoever ; and all variety or difference of existence 
must needs arise from some external cause, and be depéndent upon it.” And again, “'T'o 
suppose two or more distinct beings existing of themselves necessarily, and independent of 
each other, implies this contradiction, that each of them being independent of each other, they 
may either of them be supposed: to exist alone, so that it will be-no. contradiction to suppose 
the other not to exist, and consequently “neither of them will be necessarily existing.” (8) 
These arguments being however wholly founded upon that péculiar notion of necessary 
existence, which is advocated by the author, derive their whole authority from the principle 
itself, to which some objections have been offered. 
‘The argument from space-must share the same fate. If space be an infinite attribute of an 
Substance, and an essential attribute of Deity, then the existence of one infinite sub- 


(6) * They are called attributes, because God attributes them to and affirms them of himself. Properties, 
because we conceive them proper to God, and’such as can be predicated only“of him, so that by them we- 
distinguish him from all other beings. Perfections, because they:are the several representations of that one 
perfection which is himself. Names and Terms because they express and signify something of. his essence. 
Notions, because they are so many apprehensions of his being as we conceive of him in our minds,’’— 
Lawson’s Theo-Politica. (7) Ibid. (8) Demonstration, Prop. 7. 
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stance and one only, may probably be argued from the existence of this infinite property ; but 


if space be a mere negation, and neither substance nor attribute, which -has been sufficiently 
proved by the writers before referred to, then it is worth nothing as a proof of the unity — 


of God. ° s Pe ae aid > . : 
. Wollaston argues, that if two or more independent beings exist, their natures must be the 
same or aiftdlent ; if different, either contrary or.various. If contrary, each must destroy the 


operations of the other; if various, one must have what the other wants, and both cannot be 
perfect. If their nature be perfectly the same, then they would coincide and indeed be but one, 


though called two. (9) * ae < i eae 
Bishop Wilkins Saf God be an infinitely: perfect Being, it is impossible to imagine two 
such Beings at the same time, because they must have several perfections or the same. Ifthe 
former, neither of them can be God, because neither of them has all possible perfections. — If 
they have both equal perfections, neither of them can be absolutely perfect, because it is not 
“. so great to have the same equal perfections in common with another, as to be superior to all 
others. (1)- : * fe , : ay etree ay t 
- “The nature of God,” says Bishop Pearson, - consists-in this, that he is the prime and - 
original cause of all things, as an independent Being upon whom all things else depend, and 
likewise the ultimate end or final cause of all; but»in this sense, two primie causes are unima~ 
ginable, and for all things to depend on one; and yet for there to be more independent beings 
than one, is a clear contradiction.” (2) «| a es é - 
_ The best argument of this kind is however that which arises from absolute per-fection, . the. 
idea of which forces itself upon our minds, when we refléct upon the nature of a self-éxistent 
and independent Being. Such a Being there is, as is sufficiently proved from the existence of 
beings dependent and derived ; and it is impossible to admit that without concluding, that he 
who is independent and underived, who subsists wholly and only of himself without depending 
on any other, must-owe this absoluteness to so-peculiar an excellency of its own nature, as we 
cannot well conceive to be less than that by which it comprehends in itself the most boundless 
and unlimited fulness of being, life, power, or whatsoever can be conceived under the name 
of a perfection. -“¢'T'o such-a Being infinity may be justly ascribed; and infinity, not extrin- 
sically- considered with respect to time and place, but intrinsically, as imparting bottomless 
profundity of essence, and the full confluence of all kinds and degrees of perfection without 
bound or limit.” (3) “ Limitation is the effect of some superior. cause, which, in the present 
iustance, there cannot be: consequently, to suppose limits where there can be no limiter, is to 
suppose an effect without a cause. F'or a being to be limited or deficient m any respect, is to 
be dependent in that respect’on some other being which gave it just so much and no more; 
consequently that being which in no respect depends upon any other is in no respect limited 
or deficient. In all-bemgs capable of increase or diminution, and consequently incapable o 
perfection or absolute infinity, limitation or-deféct is indeed a necessary consequence of 
existence, and is only a negation of that perfection which is wholly incompatible with their 
nature ; andtherefore in these beings it requires no further cause. .But in a being naturally 
capable of perfection or absolute infinity, all imperfection or finiteness, as it cannot flow. from 
the nature of that being, seéms to’ require some ground or reason; which reason, as it is 
foreign from the being itself, must be the effect of some other external cause, and-consequently 
cannot have place in the first. cause. -That the selfexistent being is capable of perfection or 
absolute infinity must be granted, because he-is manifestly the subject of one infinite or per- 
fect attribute, namely, eternity or-absolute invariable existence. . In this respect his existence 
is perfect, and-therefore it may be perfect in every other respect also. - Now that which is the 
subject of one infinite attribute or perfection, must have all its attributes infinitely or in per- 
fection ; since to have any perfections in a finite limited manner, when the subject and these 
perfections are both capable of strict infinity, would be the fore-mentioned absurdity-of positive 
limitation without a cause. ‘To suppose this eternal and independent. Being limited in or by 
its own nature, is to, suppose some antecedent nature or limiting quality-superior to that being,, 
to the existence of which no thing, no quality, is in any respect antecedent or superior. .. The 
same method of reasoning will prove knowledge and every other perfection to be infinite ia 
the Deity, when once we have proved that perfection to belong to him at all; at least it will 
show, that to suppose it limited is unreasonable, since we can find-no manner of ground for 
ee HEN any respect; and this is as far as we need go, or. perhaps as natural light will 
ead us. Pane 
The connection between the steps of the argument from the self-existence and infinity of 
the Deity to his unity, may be thus traced. There is actually existing an absolute, entire: 
fulness of wisdom, power, and of all other perfection. ‘This absolute entire fulness of perfec- 
tion is infinite. ‘This infinite perfection must have its seat somewhere. Its primary, original 
seat can be no where but in necessary self-subsisting being. Hf then we suppose a plurality 
of self-originate beings concurring to make up the seat or subject of this infinite. perfection, 
each one must either be of finite and partial perfection, or infinite and absolute. Infinite and 
absolute it cannot be, because one: self-originate, infinitely: and absolutely perfect being will 


(9) Religion of Nature. (1) Principles of’ Natural’ Religion. 2) Exposition of the Creed. 
(8) Howe’s Living Temple. (4) Dr. Gleig. " apace 


a 5 
SECOND.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES.. a 
necessarily comprehend all perfection, and leave nothing to the rest. Nor finite, because many 


finites can never make one mfinite ; nor many iy or fragments of perfection ever 
the 


make ‘infinite and absolute perfection, even though | number, if that were passible, were 


works. “While we have no revelation of or from anyother being than fro whom we 
worship as Gop: so the frame and constitution of nature-present us with a harmony and order 
which show) that their Creator and Preserver is but one, We see but one will and one intel- 
ligence, and therefore there is but one Being. The light of this ces have been greatly ” 
obscured.to Heathens, who knew not how to account for the admixture « P good and evil which 
are-in the. world, and many of them therefore supposed:both a good and an evil deity. ‘To-us, 
however, who know how to account for this fact from the relation in which man stands to- 
the morak government of an offended Deity;-and the connection of this present. state with 
another ; and that it is to man a state of correction and discipline; not only is. this difficulty 
removed, but additional proof is afforded, that the Creator and the Ruler of the world is but one 
Being. . If two independent beings of equal power concurred to make the world, the good and 
the evil would be equal; but the good predominates—Between the good and ‘the evil there 
could aiso be no harmony or connection; but we plainly see evil subjected to the purposes of 
benevolence, and so to accord with it, which at once removes the objection, . 

“ Of the Unity of the Deity,” says Paley, ‘‘the proof is, the uniformity of plan observable 
in the universe, The universe itself is a system; each part either depending upon other parts, - 
or being connected with other parts by some common law of motion, or by the presence of * 
some common substance.—One principle of gravitation causes ‘a stone to'drop toward the 


infinite. © - eee opie . p } 
To these arguments from the Divine Nature, proofs of his untty are to be hn from his» 


« - if oy Pe 
earth, and the moon to-wheel round it, One law of attraction carries all the different planets 
_ about the sun. This, philosophers demonstrate. There are also other points of agreement, 
among‘them, which may be considered as marks. of the identity of their. origin, and of their 
intelligent author. In all are found the conveniency and stability derived from gravitation. 
| They all experience vicissitudes of days and nights, and changes of season. They all, at least 
_ Jupiter, Mars, and Venus, have the same advantages from their atmospheres as we have. In 
all the planets, the axes of rotation are permanent. Nothing is more probable, than that the 
| same attracting influence, acting according to the same rule, reaches to the fixed stars ; but if 
_ this be only probable, another thing is certain, namely, that the same element of light does. 
| The light from a fixed star affects our eyes in the same manner, is. refracted and reflected 
according to the same laws, as the light of.a candle, The velocity of the light of the fixed 
stars is also the same, as the velocity of the light of the sun, reflected from the satellites of 
Jupiter, The heat of the sun, in kind, differs nothing from. the heat of a coal fire. cies 
“Jn our own globe the case is clearer. New-countries are continually discovered, but the 
old laws of nature are always found in them; new plants perhaps, or animals, but always in 
company with plants and animals which we already know; and always possessing many of 
the same general properties. We never get among such original or totally different modes 
of existence, as to indicate, that we are come into the province of a different Creator, or under 
| the direction of a different will. In truth, the same order of things attends us wherever we go. 
_ ‘The elements act upon one another, electricity operates, the tides rise and fall, the magnetic 
needle elects its position in one region of the earth and sea as well-as in another, One atmo- 
sphere invests all parts of the globe, and connects all; one sun illuminates ; one moon exerts 
its specific attraction upon all parts. If there be a variety in natural éffects, as, for example, 
in the tides of different :seas, that yery variety is: the result of the same cause, acting under 
different circumstances. In many cases this is proved ; in all, is probable. 
_“ The inspection and comparison of living forms add to this argument examples without 
number, Of all large terrestrial animals, the structare is very much alike ; their senses nearly 
the same ;. their natural functions and passions nearly the same ; their viscera nearly the 
same, both in substance, shape, and office ; digestion, nutrition, circulation, secretion, go on, 
in a similar manner, in all; the great: circulating fluid is the same ; for 1 think no difference 
has been discovered in the properties of blood from whatever animal it be drawn. The 
experiment of transfusion proves that the blood of one animal will servé for another. 'The 
skeletons ‘also of the larger terrestrial animals, show particular varieties, but still under a 
great general affinity.. The resemblance is somewhat less, yet sufficiently evident, between 
quadrupeds and birds. ‘They are still alike in five respects, for one in which they differ. 
“In fish, which belong to another department, as it were, of nature, the points of compa- 

|. vison become fewer. But we never lose sight of our analogy; e.g. we still meet with a 
stomach, a liver, a spine ; with bile and blood; with teeth; with eyes, which eyes are only 
slightly varied from our own, and-which variation, in truth, demonstrates, not an interruption, 
but a continuance of the same exquisite-plan; for.it is the adaptation of the organ to the 
element, namely, to the different refraction of light passing into the eye out of a denser 
medium, The provinces, also, themselves of water and earth, are connected by the species 
of animals which inhabit both: and also by a large tribe ‘of aquatic animals, which closely 
resemble the terrestrial in their internal structure ; I mean the cetaceous tribe which have hot 
blood, respiring lungs, bowels and other essential parts, like those of land animals, ‘This 
similitude, surely, bespeaks the same creation, and the same Creator. 
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“Insects and shell fish appear to me to differ from other classes of animals the most widely 
of any. Yet even herg, beside many points of particular resemblance, there exists a‘general 
relation of a peculiar kind. It is the relation of inversion ; the law of contrariety; namely, 
that whereas, in other animals, the bones to which the muscles are attached he within the 
body ; in insects and shell-fish they lie on the outside of it. The shell of a lobster performs 
to the animal the office of a bone, by furnishing to the tendons that fixed basis or immovable 
fulcrum, without which mechanically they could not act. ‘The crust of an insect is its shell, 
and answers the like purpose. The shell also of an oyster stands in the place of a bone ; the 
bases’of the muscles being fixed to it, in the same manner as, in other animals, they are fixed 
to the bones. ~All which (under wonderful varieties, indeed, and adaptations of form) con- 
fesses an imitation, a remembrance, a carrying on’ of the same plan.” » ¢ iar 

If in a large house, wherein are many mansions and a vast variety of inhabitants, there 
appears_exact order, all from the highest to the lowest continually attending ‘their proper 
business, and all lodged and constantly provided for-suitably to their several conditions; we 
find ourselves chliged to acknowledge one wise economy ; and if in a great city or common- 
wealth there is a perfectly regular administration, so that not only the whole society enjoys 
an undisturbed peace, but every member has the station assigned him which he is best 
qualified to fill, the unenvied chiefs constantly attending their more important eares, served 
by the busy inferiors, who have all a suitable accommodation, and food convenient for them, 
the very meanest -ministering to the public utility, and protected by the public care ;—if, I 
say, in such a community we must conclude there 1s a ruling counsel, which if not naturally 
yet is’ politically one, and unless: united, could not produce such harmony and order ; much. 
more have we reason to recognise one governing Intelligence in the earth, in-which there are 
so, many ranks of beings disposed of in the: most convenient manner, having all their several 
provinces appointed. to them, and their several kinds and degrees of enjoyment liberally 
provided for, without encroaching upon, but rather being mutually useful to each other, 
according to a settled and obvious subordination. What else can account for this but’a 
sovereign wisdom, a common provident nature presiding over, end caring for the whole ? (5) 

The importance of the doctrine of the Divine Unity is obvious.» The existence of one God 
is the basis of all true religion. Polytheism confounds and unsettles all moral distinction, 
divides and destroys obligation, and takes:away all sure trust:and hope from man. There is 
one God who created. us; we are therefore-his property and bound to him by an absolute 
obligation of obedience. - He is the sole Ruler of the world, and his one mmutable will con- 
stitutes the one immutable law of our actions, and thus questions of morality are settled on 
permanent foundations. To him alone we owe-repentance, and confession. of sin; to one 
Being alone we are directed ‘to look for pardon, in the method he has appointed ;- and if he 
be at peace with us, we néed fear the wrath of rio other, for he is supreme ; we’ are not-at a 
loss among a crowd of supposed deities, to which of them we shall turn in trouble ; he alone 
receives prayer, and he is the sole and sufficient object of trust. When we know Hm, wé 
know a Being of absolute perfection, and need no other friend or refuge. \ a8 

Among the discoveries made. to wus, by divine ‘revelation, we find not only declarations of 
the existence and unity of God, but of his nature or substance, which is: plainly affirmed to be 
spiritual, God is a Spirit.” - The sense of the Scriptures in-this respect cannot be mistaken. 
Innumerable passages and allusions in them show, that the terms spirit and body, or matter, 
are used in the popular sense for substances of a perfectly distinct kind, and which are mani- 
fested by distinct and im many respects opposite and incommunicable properties : that the 
former only can perceive, think, reason, will, and act; that the latter is passive, impercipient, 
divisible, and corruptible. Under these views and in this popular language, God is spoken of 
in holy writ. He is spirit, not body ; mind, not matter.. He is pure spirit, unconnected even 
with bodily form or organs ; ‘‘the invisible God whom no man hath seen nor can see,” an imma- 
terial, incorruptible, impassible substance, an immense mind or intelligence, self-acting, self 
moving, wholly above the perception of bodily sense ; free from the imperfections of matter, 
and all the infirmities of corporeal beings; far more excellent than any finite and created spirits, 
oe their Creator, and therefore styled, “‘ the Father of spirits,” and “the God of the spirits 
ty) esh.” . j 

Such is the express testimony of Scripture as to the Divine Nature. . That the distinction 
which it holds between matter and spirit should be denied or disregarded by infidel philoso- 
phers, is not a matter of:surprise, since it,is easy and as consistent in them to materialize 
God as man. But that the attributes of spirits should have been ascribed to matter by those 
who nevertheless profess to admit the authority of the biblical revelation, as in the case of the 
modern Unitarians and some:others, is an instance of singular inconsistency. - It shows with 
what daring an unhallowed philosophy will pursue its speculations, and warrants the conclu- 
sion, that the Seriptures in such cases are not acknowledged upon their own proper principles, 
but only so far as they are supposed to agree with or not to oppose the philosophic system 
which such men may have adopted. For hesitate as they may, to deny the distinction 
between matter and spirit, is to deny the spirituality of God; and to contradict’ the distinction 
which, as to man, 1s constantly kept up in every part of the Bible, the distinction between 
flesh and spirit. 'To assert that consciousness, thought, volition, &c, are the results of organi- 

(5) Abernethy’s Sermons. : F 
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zation, is to deny also what the Scripture so expressly affirms, that the souls of men exist in 
a disembodied state : and that in this disembodied state, not only-do they exist, but that they 


think, and feel, and act without any diminution of their energy or capacity. The immate- 
riality of the Divine Being may therefore be considered as a point of great importance, not 


only ‘as it affects our views of his nature and attributes; but because when once it is 
established, that there exists a pure Spirit, living, intelligent, and invested with moral pro- 
patie the question of the: immateriality of the human soul may be considered as almost 
settled. ~ Those who deny: that, must admit that the Deity is’ material; or if they.start at 
this, they must be convicted of the unphilosophical and absurd attempt to invest a substance 
allowed to be of an entirely different nature, the body of man, with those attributes of intel- 
ligence and volition which, in the case of the Divine Being, they have allowed to be the 
properties of pure unembodied spirit. The propositions are totally inconsistent, for they who 
believe that God is wholly an immaterial, and that man is wholly a material being, admit that 
spirit is intelligent, and that matter is intelligent. They cannot then be of different’ essences, 
and if the premises be followed out to their legitimate conclusion, either that-which thinks in 
man must be “allowed to be spiritual, or a material Deity must follow. The whole truth of 
revelation, both as to God and his creature man, must be acknowledged, or the’atheism of 
Spinosa and Hobbes must be adinitted. “ soni 
-- The-decision of Scripture on this point is not to be shaken by humay reasoning, were it 
more plausible in its attempt to prove that matter is capable of originating thought, and 
that mind is a mere result of organization. Thé evidence from reason is however highly 
confirmatory of the absolute spirituality of the nature of God, and of the unihinihoagone tage of 
matter. ate . : g ee RD 

If we allow a First Cause at all, we must allow that cause,to be intelligent. This has 
already been proved, from the design and contrivance manifested in his works. The first 
argument for the spirituality of God is therefore drawn from his intelligence, and it rests upon 
this principle, that. intelligence is not a property of matter. pas Reread 

With material substance we are largely acquainted ; and as'to the great mass of material 
bodies, we have the means of knowing that they are wholly unintelligent. “This cannot be 


-denied of every tnorganizéd portion of matter. Its essential propertiés are found to he solidity, 


extension, divisibility, mobility, passiveness, &c.. In. all its forms, and mutations, from the 
granite rock to the yielding atmosphere and the rapid lightning, these esséntial properties are 
discovered ; they take an infinite*variety of accidental modes, but give-no indication of intelli- 
gence, or approach to intelligence. If then to know be a property of matter, it is clearly not an 
essential property, inasmuch as it is agreed by all; that vast masses of this substance exist with-" 
out this property, and it follows, that it must be an ‘accidental one. ‘This therefore would be the 
first absurdity into which those would be driven who suppose the Divine Nature to be material, 
that as intelligence, if allowed to be a property of matter, is an accidental and not an essential 
property, on this theory it-would be possible to conceive of the existence of'a Deity without 
any intelligence at all. For take away any property from a subject which is not essential.to 
it, and its essence still remains; and~if.intelligence, which in this view is but an accidental 
attribute of Deity, were annihilated, a. Deity without perception, thought, or knowledge, 
would still remam. So monstrous a conclusion shows, that ~if God be at all allowed, the 
absolute spirituality of his nature must inevitably follow. For if we cannot suppose a Deity 
without intelligence, then.do we admit intelligence to be one of his essential attributes ; and, 
as it is easy for every one to observe that this is not an essential: property of matter, the sub- 
stance to which it is essenfial-cannot be material. K te 
If the unthinking nature of unorganized matter furnishes an argument in favour of -the. 
spirituality of Deity, the attempt to prove from the fact of intelligence being found in connéc- 
tion with matter in an organized form, that intelligence, under certain modifications, is a 
property of matter, may from its fallacy be-also made to yield its evidence in favour of the truth. 
The position assumed is, that intelligence is the result of material organization. This at 
least is not true of every form of organized matter. Of the unintelligent character of vegeta- 
bles we have the same evidence as.of the earth on which we tread. ‘The organization there- 
fore which is assumed to be the*cause of thought, is that which is found in animals; and to 
use the argument of Dr. Priestley, “the powers of sensation, or perception, and thought, as 
pelonging to man, not having-been found but in conjunction with a certain organized system 
of matter, the conclusion is that they depend upon such a system.” It need not now be urged, 
that constant connection does not imply necessary connection ; and that sufficient reasons may 
be given to prove the connection alleged to. be accidental and arbitrary. It is sufficient in 
the first instance to deny this supposed constant connection between intellectual properties 
and systems of animal organization; and thus to-take away entirely the foundation of the 
argument. 
an is to be considered in two states, that. of life, and that of death. In one he thinks, and, 
in the other, he ceases to think; and yet for some time after death, ix: many cases, the organi- 
zation of the human frame continues as perfect as before. All do not die of organic disease. 
Death by suffocation, and other causes, is often effected without any visible violence being 
done to the brain, or any other of the most delicate organs. This is a well established fact ; 
for the most accurate anatomical observation is not able to discover, in such cases as we have 
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r rred to; thie slightest organi¢ derangement. The machine as been stopped, but the machine 
t eearneen no ir jury ; and from the period ef death to the time when the matter of the 


‘ bed begins to submit to the laws of chemical oral ) its organization is as perfect as 
Re uring life. If an opponent replies, th ganic violence must have Seen asi monet 
is indiscernible, he begs the question, and. 1es that aaetiey st depend upon organiza- 
"tion, the very point in dispute. If more modest, he says, that. may h 
: fasen give no proof of it; appearances-are all st him. And 


menon of the connection of thought, with o 


“to observation only, the argument is completely 


a ion therefore is, that mere organization cannot: L 
plain that. precisely the same state of the or, 


eh i 


» In support of this argument, we may urge the representations of Scripture, upon:that class 
of materialists who have not proceeded to the full length:of denying its authority. ‘Basen 
was formed out of the dust of the earth, the organism of his frame.was therefore complete, 
before he became “fa living soul.” God breathed into him “the breath of lives,” and whatever 
different: persons may understand by that inspiration it certainly was’ not-an’ organizing 
operation. The man was first formed or organized, and then life was imparted. Before the 
animating breath was inspired, he was not intelligent, because he lived not; yet the organi- 
zation was complete before either life or the power of perception was imparted ; thought did 
not arisé“out of his organic structure, as an effect from its cause, — ; Senay 

The doctrine that mere organization is the cause of perception, &c, being clearly untenable, 
we shall- probably be-told, that the subject supposed in the argument, is Ra stipin 
being. If-so, then the proof that matter can think drawn from organization is gi 
another cause af the phenomenon of intelligence is introduced. This is life, and the argur 
will be considerably altered: - It will no longer be, as we have before quoted it from 

‘Priestley, ““that-the powers of sensation or perception and thought, never having been fc 
but in conjunction with a.certain organized system of matter, the conclusion is that they depend 
‘upon such a system;” but that these powers not having been found but in conjunction with 
animal life, they depend upon that as their cause. . = 


What then is life, which is thus exhibited as the cause of intelligence, and as the proof that 
matter is capable of perception and thought? In its largest. and commonly received sense, it 
is that inherent Activity which distinguishes vegetable and animal bodies from the ‘soils in 
which the former grow, and on which the latter tread. A vegetable is said to live, because 
it has motion within itself, and is capable of absorption, secretion, nutrition, groy th, and the 
reproduction of its kind: With all this it exhibits no. mentalsphenomena, no sensation, no 
consciousness, no volition, no reflection; in a word, it is utterly unintelligent. We have here 
a proof then‘as satisfactory as our argument from organization, that life, at least life of ahy 
icind, is not the cause of intelligence, for m ten thousand iistances we-see it existing ni bodies 
to which it imparts:no mental properties at all, = gs i 

‘Tf then it be said that the life intended as the cause of-intelligence is not vegetable, but 
animal life; the next step.in the inquiry is, in what the life of an animal differs from that of a 
vegetable ; and if we go into the camp of the-enemy himself, we shall find him laying it down, 
that to animals a double life belongs, the. organic and the animal, the former of which animals, 
and even man, has only in common with the vegetable. One modification of life; says Bichat, 
(upon whose scheme our modern materialists have modelled their arguments,) 1s common to 
vegetables and animals, the other peculiar to the latter. ‘Compare together two ‘individuals, 
one taken from-each of these kingdoms: one exists only within’ itself, has no other relations 
to external objects than those of nutrition ; is born, grows, and. petishes, attached to the soil 
which received its germ. ‘The other joins to this internal life, which it possesses in a still 
higher degree, an external life, which establishes numerous relations between it and the neigh- 
boating objects, unites its existence to that of other beings, and draws it near to, or removes 
it from them, according to its wants and fears.” (6) ‘This is only in other words to say, that 
there is one kind of life in man, which, asin the vegetable, is the cause of erowth, circulation, 
assimilation, nutrition, excretion, and similar functions; ‘and another on which depend sensa-~ 
tion, the passions, will, memory, and other attributes which we attribute to spirit. We have 
gained then by this distinction another step. in the argument: There is a life common te 
animals and to vegetables, Whether this be simple mechanism or something more, matters 
nothing to the conclusion ; it confers neither sensation, nor volition, nor reason. That life in 
men, and in the inferior animals, which is common. to them and to vegetables, called, by Bichat 
and his followers, organie life, is evidently not the cause of intelligence. 


(6) Recherches sur la vie et la mort, 
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What then is that higher species of life called animal life, on which we are told our mental 


powers depend? And here the French materialist, whose oy Sem have been so readily adopted 
mto our own schools of physiology, shall Speak for himself. “The functions of the animal 
form two distinct classes. One of these consists.of'an habitual succession of assimilation and 
concretion, by which it is constantly transforming into its own substance the particles of other 
bodies, and then reject hem when they have become useless. By the other he perceives 
surrounding objects; reflects on his eo oh performs voluntary miotions under their influ- 
ence, anid generally communicates, by the voice, his pleasures or pains; his desires or fears.” 
“The assembled functions of the second class form the animal life.” 

This strange definition of life has been adopted by Lawrence, and other disciples of the 
French school of materialism ; but its absurdity as a definition is obvious, and could only have 
been adopted as a veil of words to hide a conclusion ‘fatal to the favourite system, ‘So far 
from being a definition of life, it is no more than a description of the ‘‘functions” of a vital 
principle or power, whatever that power or principle may be. Finction is’a manner in 
which any power developesitself, or as Lawrence, the disciple of Bichat, has properly expressed 
it, “amode of action ;? and to say that an assemblage of the modes in which any thing acts, 
is that which acts, or “forms” that which acts, is the greatest possible trifling and folly. 

But Bichat is not the only one of modern materialists who refuse honestly to pursue the 
inquiry, “what is life?” when even affecting to describe, or defend it. Cuvier another great 
authority in the same school, at one time says, that be life what it may, it cannot be what the 
vulgar suppose it, a particular-principle.. (Principe particulier.) In another place he acknow- 
ledges that life ean proceed only from life. (La vie nait que dela vie.) Then again he 
considers it an internal principle ; (un principe interieur d’entretien et de reparation’) and last 
of all says, what Mr. Lawrence has since repeated verbatim, that life consists in the sum total 
of all the functions.- (Il consiste dans ensemble des functions qui‘servent a nourir le corps, 
est a dire la digestion, l’absorption, la circulation, &c.) Thus he makes life a, cause which 
owes its existence to its own operations, and consequently a cause, which, had it not operated 
to preduce itself, had never operated nor existed at all! (7)" “It is truly pitiful,” says a 
physiologist of other opinions, “to think of a man with so many endowments, natural and 
acquired, driven as if blindfold by the fashion of the times, a contemptible vanity, or some 
wretched inclination, endeavouring to support with all:his energy the extravagant idea that 
the phenomena of design and intelligence displayed in the form and structure of his species 
might have been the effects of some impulse or motion, or of some group of functions as diges- 
tion, circulation, respiration, &c, which have accidentally happened to meet-without any 
assignable cause to bring them together, to hold them together, or to direct them.” (8) 

These and many other examples are in proof, that the cause of vital properties cannot, we 
do not say be explained, but cannot even be indicated-on the material system; and we are no 
nearer, for anf thing which these physiologists say, to any satisfactory account of that life 
which is peculiar to animals, and which has been distinguished from the organic life that is 
common to them and to vegetables. It is not the result of organization, for that ‘is no living 
principle, no active cause.” “ An organ is an instrument. Organization therefore is nothing 
more, than a system of parts so constructed and arranged, as to co-operate to one common 
purpose. It is an arrangement of instruments, and there must be something beyond to bring 
these instruments into action.” (9) If life cannot therefore be organization or the effect of it, 
it is not that inherent, mechanical, and chemical motion which is called life in veretables, and 
which the physiologists have decided to be the same kind of life which they call organic in 
animals; for even the materialist acknowledges that to be a different species of life in animals, 
on which sensation, volition, and passion, depend. What then is it? It is not a material 
substance ; in that all agree. It is not the material effect of the material cause, organization ; 
that has been shown to be absurd. It is not that mechanical and chemieal inherent motion 
which performs so many functions in vegetables and in animals, so far as they have it in 
common with them; for no sensation, or other, mental phenomena are allowed to result from 
these. It is therefore plainly no material cause and no effect of matter at all; for no other 
hypothesis remains but that which places its source in an immaterial subject, operating upon 
and by material organs. For, to quote from a writer just mentioned, ‘ that there is’ some 
invisible agent in every living organized system, seems to be an inference to which we are led 
almost irresistibly, ‘When we see an animal starting from its sleep, contrary to the known 
laws of gravitation, without an external or elastic impulse, without the appearance of-electri- 
city, galvanism, magnetism, or chemical attraction: when we see it afterward moving its 
limbs in various directions, with different degrees of force and velocity, sometimes suspending 
and sometimes renewing the same motions, at the sound of a word or the sight of a shadow, 
can we refrain a moment from thinking that the cause of these phenomena is internal, that it 
is something different from the body, and that the several bodily organs are nothing more 
than the mere instruments which it employs in its operations? Not instruments indeed that 
can be maufactured, purchased, or exchanged, or that can at pleasure be varied in form, posi- 
tion, number, proportion, or magnitude ; not instruments, whose motions are dependent upon 


(7) Vide Medical Review, Sept. 1822, Art. 1. (8) Dr, Barclay on Life and Organization, (9) Ren- 
nell’s Remarks on Skepticism, 
23 
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an external impulse, on gravity, elasticity, magnetism, galvanism, on electricity or chemical 
attraction; but instruments of a peculiar nature, instruments that grow, that are moved by 
the will, and which can be regulated and kept im repair by no agent but the one for which - 
they were primarily destined ; instruments so closely related to that. agent, that they cannot 
be injured, handled or breathed upon, approached by cold, by wind, by rain, without exciting 
in it certain sensations of pleasure or of pain; sensations which, if either unusual or excessive, 
are generally accompanied with joy or grief, hopes or alarms: instruments, 1 short, that 
exert so constant and powerful reaction on the agent that employs them, that: they end 
almost every phenomenon which it exhibits, and to such an.extent, that no person can confi- 
dently say, what would be the effect of its energies if deprived of instruments; or what would — 
be the effect of its energies if furnished with instruments of a different species, or if furnished 
with instruments of different materials, less dependent on external circumstances, and less 
subject to the Jaws of gross and inert matter.” (1) - : é 

. Life, then, whether organic or animal, is not. the cause of intelligence ; and thus all true 
reasoning upon these phenomena. brings us to the philosophy of the Scriptures, that the pre- 
sence of an immaterial soul with the body, is the source of animal life; and that the separation 
of the soul from the body is that circumstance which causes death. (2) Further proofs how- 
ever are not wanting, that matter is incapable of thought, and that its various qualities are 
inconsistent with mental phenomena... ang ot 

’ “ Extension is a universal quality of matter; being that cohesion and continuity of its parts 
by which a body occupies space. The idea of extension is gained by our external senses of 
sight and of touch. But thought is neither visible nor tangible, it oceupies no external space, 
it has no contiguous or cohering parts. A mind enlarged by education and.science, a memor 
stored with the richest treasures of varied knowledge, occupies no more space than that of the 
meanest and most illiterate rustic. 

“Tn body again we find avis inertia, that is, a certain quality by which it resists any change 
in its present state. We know by experiment, that a body, when it has received an impulse, 
will persevere in a direct course and a uniform velocity, until its motion shall be either 
disturbed or retarded by some external power; and again, that, being at rest, it will remain 
so for ever, unless motion shall have been communicated to it from without. Since matter 
therefore necessarily resists all change of its present state, its motion and its rest are purely 
passive ; spontaneous motion, therefore, must have some other origin. Nor is this spontaneous 
motion to be attributed,to the simple powers of life, for we have seen that in the life of vege- 
tation there is no spontaneous motion; the plant has no power either to remove itsélf out of 
the position in which it is fixed, or even to accelerate. or retard the motion which takes place 
within it. Nor has man himself, in a sleep perfectly sound; the power of locomotion any 
more than a plant, nor any command over the various active processes which are going on 
within his own body... But when he is awake, he will rise- from his resting@place—if mere 
matter, whether living or dead were concerned, he would have.remained there like a plant or 
a stone for-ever. He will walk forward—he will change his course—he will stop. Can matter, 
even though endowed with the life-of vegetation, perform any such-acts as these? . Here is 
motion fairly begun without any external impulse, and stopped without any external obstacle, 
The activity of a plant, on the contrary, is neither spontaneous, nor locomotive ; it is derived 
in regular succession from parent substances, and it can be stopped only by external obstacles, 
such as the disturbance of the organization. A mass even of living matter requires something 
beyond its own powers to overcome the vis inertie which still distinguishes it, and to produce 
active and spontaneous motion. % 

“ Hardness and tmpenetrability are qualities of matter; put no one of common sense, without 
a very palpable metaphor, could ever consider them as the properties of thought. 

“There is another property of matter, which-is, if possible, still more inconsistent with 
thought than any of the former, I mean, its divisibility. Let us take any-material substance, 
the brain, the heart, or any other body; which we would have endowed with thought, and 
inquire of what is this. substance composed. It is the aggregate of an indefinite number of 
separable and separate parts. Now the experience of what passes within our minds will 
inform us, that unity is essential to a thinking being. That consciousness which establishes 
the one individual being, which every man knows himself to be, cannot, without a contradie- 
tion in terms, be separated, or divided, INo man can think im two separate places at the same 
time: nor, again, is his consciousness made up of a number. of separate consciousnesses :. as 
the solidity, the colour, and motion of the whole body is made’up of the distinct solidities, 
colours, and motions of its parts. As a thinking and a conscious being, then, man must be 


8 Barclay, on Life and Organization. : 

(2) The celebrated Hunter, “in searching for the principle of life, on the supposition that it was something 
visible, fruitlessly enough looked for it in the blood, the chyle, the brain, the lungs, and other parts of the 
body ; ‘but not finding it in any of them exclusively, concluded that it must be a consequence of the union of 
the whole, and depend upon organisrn. But to this conélusion he could not lone adhere, after observing that 
the composition of matter does not give life; and that a dead body may have all the composition it ever had. 
Last of all, he drew: the true, or at least the candid conclusion, that he knew nothing about the matier ” 
Medico-Chirurgical Review, Sept. 1822. This is the conclusion to which mere philosophy comes, and the 
only one at which it canarrive, till it stoops to believe that there is true philosophy in the Scriptures. : 
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essentially one. As a partaker of the life of vegetation, he is separable int .ten thousand 


different parts. If then it is the brain of a man which is conscious and*thinks, his conscious- 
ness and thought must; be made up of as many separate parts as there are particles in its 
material substance, which is contrary to common sense and experience. Whatever, therefore, 
our thought may be, or im whatever it may reside, it is essentially indivisible; and, therefore, 
wholly inconsistent with the divisibility of a material substance. © - aria 

“ From, every quality, therefore, of matter, with which we are acquainted, we shall be 
warranted in concluding, that without a contradiction in terms, it cannot be pronounced capable 
of thought. A thinking substance may be combined with a stone, a tree, or an animal body ; 
but not one of the three can of itself become a thinking being.” (3) 

“ The notions we annex to the words, MATTER and MIND, as is well remarked by Dr. Reid, 
are merely relative. If Tam asked, what I mean by matter? I can only explain myself by 
saying, it is that which is extended; figured, coloured, movable, hard or soft, rough or smooth, 
hot or cold ;—that is, Icandefineit in no other way tham by enumerating its sensible qualities. 
It is not matter or body, which I perceive by my senses; but only extension, figure, colour, 
and certain other qualities, which the constitution of my nature leads me to refer to samething 
which is extended, figured, and coloured. The case is precisely similar with respect to mind. 
We are not immediately conscious of its existence, but we are conscious of sensation, thought, 
and volition; operations which imply the-existence of something which feels, thinks, and 
wills. Every man too is impressed with an irresistible conviction, that alt these sensations, 
thoughts and volitions, belong to one and the same being; to that being, which he calls 
himself; a being which he is.led, by the constitution of his ‘nature, to consider as something 
distinct from ‘his body, and as not liable to be impaired by the loss or mutilation of any of 
his organs. : : : e 

a pes these. considerations, it appears, that we have the same evidence for the existence 
of mind, that we have for the existence of body; nay, if there be any difference between the’ 
two.cases, that we have stronger evidence for it; masmuch as the one is suggested to us by 
the subjects of our own consciousness, and the other merely by the objects of our percep- 
tions.” (4 } asic 

Dicfher observations on the immateriality of the human soul will be adduced in their proper 
place. The reason why the preceding argument on this subject has been here introduced, is 
not only that the spirituality of the Divine Nature might be established by proving that 
intelligence is not a material attribute; but to keep in view the connection between the spuit- 
uality of God, and that of man, who was made in his image ; and to-show the relation which 
also exists between the doctrine of the materialism of the human soul, and absolute atheism, 
and thus to hold out a warning against such-speculations. ‘There is no middle course in fact, 
though one nay be’ effected. If we materialize man, we must materialize God, or, in other 
words, deny a First Cause, one of whose essential attributes is intelligence. It is then of little 
consequence what scheme of atheism is adopted. On the other hand, if we allow spirituality 
to God, it follows as a necessary corollary, that we must allow it to man. These doctrines 
stand or fall together. 

On a subject which arises out of the foregoing discussion, a single observation will be suffi- 
sient. It is granted, that, on the premises laid down, not only must an immaterial principle 
be allowed to man, but to all animals possessed of volition; and few, perhaps none, are found 
without this property. But though this has often been urged as. an objection, it can cost the 
believer in revelation nothing to admit it. It strengthens and does not weaken his argument ; 
and it is perfectly in accordance with Scripture, which speaks of “ the soul of a beast,” as 
well as of “the soul of man.” Vastly, nay, we might say, infinitely, different are they in the 
class and degree of their powers, though of the same spiritual essence; but they have both 
properties which cannot be attributed to matter. It does not, however, follow that they are 
unmortal, because they are immaterial, The truth is, that God only hath independent immor- 
tality, because he only is self-existent, and neither human nor ie souls ave of necessity 
immortal. God hath given this privilege to man, not by a necessity of nature, which would 
be incompatible with dependence, but by his own will, and the continuance of his sustaining 
power. But he seems to have denied it to the inferior animals, and according to the language 
of Scripture, “the spirit of a beast goeth downward.” The doctrine of the natural immo* 
tality of man, will, however, be considered in its proper place. 


I 


CHAPTER II. y 
Artrisvres of God—Eternity—Ommnipotence—Ubiquily. — / 


From the Scriptures we have learned, that there is one God, the Creator o all thing and 
consequently living and intelligent. The demonstrations of this truth, whih surroun hh ue 
the works of nature, have been also adverted to. By the same sacred y/elations, we have 
also been taught, that, as to the divine essence, God is a Spirit and in Me further aa? 
tions they have made of him, we learn, that as all things were Made by him, he was before al 


(3) Rennell on Skepticism, <. (4) Stewart's Essay® 
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things: that their being is dependent, his independent ; that_he is eminently Brine, according 

to his own peculiar appellation “I am;” self-existent and Erernat. In the Scripture doctrine 
of God, we, however, not only find it asserted that God had no beginning, but that he shall 
have no end. Eternity ad partem post is ascribed to him, for, in the most absolute: sense, he 
hath’ “immortality,” and he “only” hath it, by virtue of the inherent perfection of his nature. 

It is this which completes those sublime and impressive views of the eternity of God, with 
which the revelation he has been pleased to make of himself abounds. “ From everlasting to 
everlasting thou art God. Of old hast thou laid the foundation of the earth ; and the heavens 
are the work of thine hand. They shall perish, but thou shalt endure; yea, all of them shall 
wax old like a garment; as a vesture shalt thou change them and they shall be changed; but 
thou art the same, and thy years shall have no end.” He “ inhabitcth eternity,” fills and occupies 
the whole round of boundless duration, and “is the frst and the last.” v3 i 

In these representations of the eternal existence and absolute immortality of the Divine 
Being, something more than the mere idea of infinite duration is conveyed. No creature can, 
- without contradiction, be supposed to have been from eternity ; but even a creature may be 
supposed to continue to exist for ever, in as strict a sense as‘'God himself will continue to exist 
for ever. Its existence; however, being originally dependent and derived; must.continue so. 
It is not, so to speak, in its nature to live, or it would never have been non-existent ; and what 
it has not: from itself, it has received, and-must through every moment of actual existence 
receive.from its Maker. But the very phrase-in which the Scriptures speak of the eternity 
of God, suggests a meaning deeper than that of'mere duration. -They contrast the stability 
of the Divine Existence with the vanishing and changing nature of all his works, and repre- 
sent them as reposing upon him for support, while he not only depends not upon any, but 
rests upon himself. He lives by virtue of his nature, and is essentially unchangeable. - For fo 
the nature of that which exists without cause, life must be essential. In him whovis “the 
fountain of life,” there can be no principle of decay. ‘There can be no desire to cease to be, in 
him who is perfectly blessed, because of the unbounded excellence of his nature. ‘To him 
existence must be the source of infinite enjoyment, both from the contemplation of his own 
designs, and the manifestation of his glory, purity, and benevolence, to the intelligent creatures 
he has made to know and to be beatified by such discoveries and benefits. No external power 
can control, or in any way affect his felicity, his perfection, or -his being. Such are the depths 
of glory and peculiarity into which: the divine eternity, as stated in the Scriptures, leads the 
wondering mind ; and of which the wisest of Heathens, who ascribed immortality to-one, or. 
to many gods, had no conception. They were ever fancying something out of God, as the 
cause of their immortal beg ; fate, or external necessity, or some similar and vague notion, 
which obscured, as to them, one of the peculiar.glories of the “ eternal power and Godhead,” 
‘who of and from his own essential nature, 1s, and was, and SHALL BE. ‘ 

. Some apprehensions of this great truth are seen in the sayings of a few of the Greek sages, 
though much obscured by their other notions. Indeed, that appropriate name of God, so’ 
venerated among the Jews, the nomen tetragrammaton, which we render Jenovan, was known, 
among the Heathens to be the name under which the Jews worshipped the Supreme God; and 
“ from this divine name,” says Parkhurst, sub voce, “the ancient Greeks had their In Iy in their 
invocation of the Gods. (5) It expresses not the attributes, but the essence of God, which was 


a 


(5) A curious instance of the transmission of this xame, and one of the peculiarities of the Hebrew faith, 
even into China, is mentioned in the following extract of “ A Memoir of Lao-tseu, a Chinese philosopher, who 
flourished in the sixth century before our era, and who professed the opinions ascribed to Plato and to Pythas 
goras.” (By M. Abel Remusat.)— The metaphysics of Lao-tseu have many other remarkable features, 
which I have endeavoured to develope in my memoir, and which for various reasons Iam obliged to pass 
over in silence. How, in fact, should I give an idea of those lofty abstractions, of those nextricable subtleties, 
in which the oriental imagination disporis and goes. astray ? — It will suflive to say here, that the opinions of 
the Chinese philosopher on the origin and constitution of the universe, have neither ridiculous fables nor 
offensive absurdities; that they bear the stamp of a noble and elevated mind; and that, in the sublime réveries 
which distinguish them, they exhibit a striking and incontestible conformity with the doctrine which ‘w: 
professed a little later by the schools of Pythagoras and Plato. Like the Pythagoreans ‘and the Stoics, our 
- author admits, as the First Cause, Reason, an ineffable uncreated Being; that is the type of the universe, and 

s no type but itself. Like Pythagoras, he takes human, souls to be emanations of the ethereal substance, 
whioh are re-united with it after death ; and, like Plato, he refuses to the wicked the faculty of returning into: 
the bysom of the Universal Soul. Like Pythagoras, he gives to the first principles of things the names of 
numbas, and his cosmogony is, in some degree, algebraical. He attaches the chain of beings to that which 
he calls One, then to Trvo, then to Three, which have made all things. The divine Plato, who had adopted | 
this mysterious dogma, seems.to be afraid of revealing it to the profane. He envelopes it in clouds in his 
fainous letter‘n the three friends ; he teaches it to Dionysius of Syracuse ; but by enigmas, as he says himself, 
lest his tablets Slling into tre hands of some stranger, they should be read and understood. Perhaps, the 
recollection of the recent death of Socrates imposed this reserve upon him. Lao-tseu does not make use of 
these indirect ways and what is most clear in his book is, that a Triwne Being formed the universe. To 
complete the singulasity, he gives to his being a Hebrew. name hardly changed, the very name which in our 
book designates him, ‘yHo WAS, AND Is; AND SHALL BE, .This last circumstance confirms all that th 
tradition indicated of @ journey te the west, and leaves no doubt of the origin of his doctrine, Probably he. 
received it either from the Jews of the ten tribes, whom the conquest. of Sulmanazan had’ just dispersec : 


throughout Asia, or from the apostles of some Phenician sect, to which those philosophers also belonged, who 
were the masters and precursors of Pythegoras and Plato,’ 28 . 
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the reason why the Jews deemed it ineffable. The Septuagint translators preserved the same 
idea in-the word Kvpos, by which they translated it, from «vow, sum, lam. ‘This word is said 
by critics not to be classically used to signify God, which would mark the peculiarity of this 
appellation in the Septuagint version more strongly, and convey something of the great idea 
of the self or absolute existence ascribed to the Divine Nature in the Hebrew Scriptures, to 
those of the Heathen philosophers who met with that translation. That it could not be passed 
over unnoticed, we may gather from St. Hilary, who says, that before his conversion to 
Christianity, meeting with this appellation of God in the Pentateuch, he was struck with 
admiration, nothing being so proper to God as to be. Among the Jews, however, the import 
of this stupendous name was preserved unimpaired by metaphysical speculations. It was 
registered in their sacred books; from the fulness of its meaning the loftiest thoughts are seen 
¢e spring up.in the minds of the prophets, which amplify with an awful and mysterious 
cone their descriptions of his peculiar glories, in» contrast with the vain gods of the 
Heathen, and with every-actual existence, however exalted, in heaven and in earth. 

On this subject of the eternal duration of the Divine Being, many have held a metaphysical - 
refinement.. ‘¢ The eternal existence of God,” it is said, “is not to he considered as successive; 
the ideas we gain from time are.not to be allowed in our conceptions of his duration.’ As he fills 
all space with his immensity, he fills all duration with his eternity; and with him etemity is 
nunc stans, a permanent now, incapable of the relations ‘of past, present, and future.” Such, 
certainly, is not the view given us of this mysterious subject in the Scriptures; and if it should 
be said that they speak popularly, and are accommodated to the infirmity of the thoughts of 
the body of mankind, we may reply, that philosophy has not, with all its boasting of superior 
light, carried our views.on this attribute of the Divine Nature at all beyond the revelation ; 
and, in attempting it, has only obscured the conceptions of its disciples. ‘ Filling duration 
with his eternity” is a phrase without any meaning: “ For how can any man conceive a per- 
manent instant, which co-exists with a perpetually flowing duration? One might as well 
apprehend a mathematical point .co-extended with a line, a surface, and all dimensions.” (6) 
As this notion has, however, been made the basis of Some opinions, which will be remarked 
upon in their proper place, it may be proper briefly to examine it. : 

. Whether we get our idee. of time‘from the motion of bodies without us, or from the con- 
sciousness of the succession of our own ideas, or both, is not important to this inquiry. ‘Time, 
_ im our’ conceptions, is. divisible. The artificial divisions are years, months, days, minutes, 
seconds, &c. We can conceive of yet smaller portions of duration, and whether we have 
given to them,artificial names or not,.we can conceive no otherwise of duration, thar conti- 
nuance of being, estimated as to-degree, by this artificial admeasurement, and therefore as 
substantially answering to it. It is not denied but that duration is something distinct from 
these its artificial measures; yet of this every man’s consciousness-will assure him, that we 
orm no idea of duration except in this successive manner. But we are told, that the 
n stay of God is a fixed eternal now, from which all ideas of succession, of past and future, 
e to be excluded ; and we are called upon to conceive of eternal duration without reference 
to past or future, and to the exclusion of the idea of that flow under which we conceive of time. 
The proper abstract idea of duration is, however, simple continuance of being; without any 
reference to the exact degree or extent of it, because in no other, way can it be equally apphi- 
cable to all the substances of which it is the attribute, It may be finite or infinite, momentary 
or eternal, but that depends upon the substance of which it is the quality, and not upon its 
own nature. Our own observation and experience teach us how to apply it to ourselves. 
_ As to us, duration is dependent and finite ; as to God, it is infinite ; but m both cases the 
“originality or dependence, the finity or infinity of it, arises not out of the nature of duration 
itself, but out-of other qualities of the subjects respectively. é i : 
Duration, then, as applied to God, is no more than an extension of the idea as applied to 
ourselves ; and to exhort us to conceive of it as something essentially different, is to require 
usdo-conceive what is inconceivable. It is to demand of us to think without ideas. “Duration 
is continuance of existence, continuance of existence is capable of being longer or shorter, and 
~ hence necessarily arises the idea of the succession of the minutest points of duration ito which - 
we can conceive it divided. Beyond this the mind cannot go, it forms the idéa of duration no 
other way; and if what we call duration be any thing different from this in God, it is not 
duration, properly so called, according to human, ideas; it is something else, for which there 
is NO name among men, because there is no idea, and therefore it is impossible te reason about 
it.- As long as metaphysicians use the term, they must.take the idea: if they spurn the idea, 
they have no right to the term, and ought at once to confess that they can go no further. Dr. 
Cudworth defines infinity of duration to be nothing eise but perfection, as including in it neces- 
sary existence and immutability. This, it is true, is as much a definition of the moon, as of 
infinity of duration ; but it is valuable, as itshows that, in the view of this great man, though 
n advocate of the nunc stans, the standing now of eternity, we must abandon the term dura- 
tion, if we give up the only idea under which it can be conceived. ; fet 
It follows from this, therefore, that either we must apply the term duration to the Divine 
seins rae opt sense in which we apply it to creatures, with the extension of the idea toa 
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duration which has no bounds and limits, or blot it out of our creeds, as a word to which our 
minds, with all the aid they may derive from the labours of metaphysicians, can attach no 
meaning. The ie toe which has the appearance of an objection to this successive dura- 
tion, as applied to him, appears wholly to arise from confounding two very distinct things ; 
succession in the duration, and change in the substance. Dr. Cudworth appears to have 
fallen into this error. He speaks of the duration of an imperfect nature, as sliding from the 
present to the future, expecting somethiag of itself which isnot yet in being, and of'a perfect 
nature being essentially immutable, having a permanent and unchanging duration, never 
losing any thing of itself once present, nor yet running forward to meet something of itself 
which is not yet in being. Now, though this is a good description of a perfect and immuta- 
ble nature, it is no description at all of an eternally-enduring nature. Duration implies no 
loss in the substance of any being, nor addition to it. A perfect nature never loses any thing: 
_ of itself, nor expects more of itself than is possessed ; but this does not arise from. the attribute 
of its duration, Lowever that attribute may be conceived of, but-from its perfection, and 
consequent immutability. .'These attributes do not flow from the duration, but the extent of 
the duration from them. >» The argument is clearly good for nothing, unless it could be pr oved, 
that successive duration necessarily implies change In the nature; but that is contradicted by 
the experience of finite beings—their natures are not at all determined by their duration, but 
their duration by their natures ;-and they exist for a moment, or for ages, according to the 
nature which their Maker has impressed upon them. If it be said that, at least, successive 
duration imports that a being loses past duration, and expects the arrival of future existence, 
we reply, that this is.no imperfection at all. Even finite creatures do not feel it to be an 
imperfection to have existed, and to look for continued and interminable being. It is true, with 
the past, we lose knowledge and pleasure; and expecting in all future periods increase of 
knowledge and happiness, we are reminded by that of our present imperfection ; but this 
imperfection does not arise from our successive and flowing duration, and we never refer it to 
that. . Itis not the past: which takes away our knowledge and pleasure; nor future duration, 
simply considered, which will confer the increase of both. Our imperfections arise out of the 
essential nature of our being, not out of the manner in which our beimg is continued. It is not 
the flow, of our duration, but the flow of our natwres which produces these effects. On the 
contrary, we think that the idea of our successive duration, that is, of continuance, is an 
excellency, and not a defect. Let all ideas of continuance be banished from the mind, let 
these be to us a nunc semper stans, during the whole of our being, and we appear to gain 
nothing—our pleasures surely are not diminished by the idea of long continuance being added 
“to present enjoyment; that they have been, and still remain, and will continue, on the eon- 
trary, greatly heightens them. Without the idea of a flowing duration, we could have no 
such measure of the continuance of our pleasures, and this we should consider an abatement 
of our happiness... What is so obvious an excellency in the spirit of man, and in angelic _ 
natures, can never be thought an imperfection in God, when joined with a nature essentially 
perfect and immutable. : Pere 
But it may be said, that eternal duration, considered as successive, is only an artificial 
manner of measuring, and conceiving of duration ; and is no more eternal duration itself than 
minutes and moments, the artificial measures of time, are time itself. “Were this granted, the 
question would still be, whether there is any thing in duration, considered generally, or in time 
considered specially, which corresponds to these artificial methods of measuring, and conceiving 
of them. ‘The ocean is measured by leagues; but the extension of the ocean, and the measure 
of it, are distinct. They, nevertheless, answer to each other. Leagues are the nominal divi- 
sions of an extended surface, but there is a real extension, which answers to the artificial 
conception and admeasurement of it. In like manner, days, and hours, and moments, are the 
measures of time; but there is either-something in time which answers to these measures, or 
not only the measure, but the thing itself is artificial—an imaginary creation. If any nian 
will contend, that the period of duration which we call time, is nothing, no further dispute ean 
ke held with him, and he may be left to deny also the existence of matter, and to enjoy his 
philosophic revel m an ideal world. We apply the same argument to duration generally,” 
whether finite or infinite. Minutes and moments, or smaller portions, for which we have no 
name, may be artificial, adopted to aidour conceptions; but conceptions of what? Not of 
any thing standing still, but of something going on. Of duration we have no other conception ; 
and if there be nothing in nature which answers to this conception, then is duration itself 


imaginary, and we discourse about nothing. If the duration of the Divine Being admits not 
of past, present, and future, one of these two consequences must follow,—that no such attribute 
as that of eternity belongs to him,—or that there is no power in the human mind to conceive 
of it. In either case the Scriptures are greatly impugned; for “He who was, and is, and is to 
come,” is a revelation of the eternity of God, which is then in no sense true. It is not true if 
used literally ; and it is as little so if the language be figurative, for the figure rests on na» ~ 
basis, it illustrates nothing, it misleads, : 

God is omnivotTEnt: Of this attribute also we have the most ample revelation, and in the 
most impressive and sublime language. From the annunciation in the Scriptures of a Divine 
existence who was “in the beginning” before all things, the very first step is the display of his 
almighty power in the creation out of nothing, and the iramediate arrangement in order and 
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perfection, of the “heaven and the earth ;” by which is meant not this globe only with its 
atmosphere, or even with its own celestial system, but the universe itself; for “he made the 
stars also.” We are thus placed at once in the presence of an agent of unbounded power, 
“the strict and correct conclusion being, that a power which could create such a world as this, 
must be beyond all comparison, greater than any which we experience in ourselves, than any 
which we observe in*other visible agents, greater also than any which we can want for our 
individual protection and preservation, in the Being upon whom we depend; a power like- 
wise to which we are not authorized by our observation or knowledge to assign any limits of 
space or duration.” (7) oI coo eS ne: ee + 

That the sacred writers should so frequently dwell upon the omnipotence of God, has an 
important reason which arises out of the very design of that revelation which they were the 
instruments of communicating to mankind. Men were to be reminded of their obligations to 
obedience, and God is therefore constantly exhibited as the Creator, the Preserver, and Lord 
of all things. His reverent worship and fear was to be enjoined upon them, and, by the 
manifestation of his works the veil was withdrawn from his glory and majesty. Idolatry was 
to be checked and reproved, and the true God was thus placed in contrast with the limited 
and powerless gods of the Heathen. « Among the gods of the nations, is there no god like 
unto thee, neither are there any works like thy works.” Finally, he was to be exhibited as 
the object of trust to creatures, constantly reminded by experience of their own infirmity and 
dependence, and to whom it was essential to know, that his power was absolute, unlimited, 
and irresistible. ' . pa 

In the revelation which was thus designed to awe and control the bad, and to.afford strength 
of mind and consolation to the good under all circumstances, the omnipotence of God is there- 
‘fore placed in a great variety of impressive views, and connected with the most striking illus- 
trations. ; : aie : ; 

It is presented by the fact of creation, the creation of beings out of nothing, which itself, 
though it had been confined to a single object, however minute, exceeds finite comprehen- 
sion, and overwhelms the faculties. This with God required no effort—“He spake and it 
was done, he commanded and it stood fast.” The vastness and variety of his works enlarge 
the conception. “The heavens declare the glory of God, and the firmament showeth his 
handy work.” “He spreadeth out the heavens, and treadeth upon the waves of the sea; he 
maketh Arcturus, Orion, and Pleiades, and the chambers of the south; he doeth great things, 
past finding out, yea, and wonders without number. He stretcheth out the north over the 
empty place, and hangeth the earth upon nothing. He bindeth up the waters in the thick 


clouds, and-the cloud is ‘not rent under them; he hath compassed the waters with bounds until - 


the day and night come to‘an end.” ‘The ease with which he sustains, orders, and controls 
the most powerful and unruly of the elements presents his omnipotence under an BEpeey of 
ineffable dignity and majesty. “By him ‘all things consist.” He brake up for the sea “a 
decreed place, and set bars and doors, and said, Hitherto shalt thou came and no further, and 
here shall thy proud waves be stayed.” “He looketh to the end ofthe earth, and seeth under 
the whole heaven, to make the weight for the winds, to wejs the waters by measure, to 
make a decree for the’rain, and a way for the lightning, of the thunder.” “Who hath 
measured the waters in the hollow of his hand, meted ousfeaven ‘with a span, comprehended 
the dust of the earth in a measure, and weighed the pountains in scales, and the winds in a 
balance ?” ‘The descriptions of the Divine power afe often terrible. “The pillars of heaven 
tremble; and are astonished at his reproof; he dévideth the sea by his power.” “He removeth 
the mountains, and they know it not ; he oy-fturneth them in his anger, he shaketh the earth 
out of her place, and the pillars thereof sremble ; he commandeth the sun and it riseth not, 
and sealeth up the stars.” ' The same absolute subjection of creatures to his dominion is seen 
among the intelligent inhabitants of the material universe, and angels, men the most exalted, 
and evil spirits, are swayed with as much ease as the least resistless elements. “He maketh 
his angels spirits, and his ministers a flame of fire.” They veil their faces before his throne, 
and acknowledge themselves his servants. “It is he that sitteth upon the circle of the earth, 
and the inhabitants thereof are as grasshoppers,” “as the dust of the balance, less than 
nothing and vanity.” ‘He bringeth princes to nothing.” “He setteth up one and putteth 
down another,” “for the kingdom is the Lord’s, and he is governor among the nations. The 
angels that sinned, he cast down to hell, and delivered them into chains of darkness, to be 
reserved unto judgment.” The closing scenes of this world complete these transcendent con- 
ceptions of the majesty and power of God. The dead of all ages shall rise from their gy are 
at his voice ; and the sea shall give up the dead which are in it, Before his face hae ce 
earth flee away, the stars fall from heaven, and the powers of heaven are shaken. ee ne 
small and great, stand before God, and are divided as a shepherd divideth the aad pcre 
goats; the wicked go away into everlasting punishment, but the righteous into ile ad: “e 
Of these amazing views of the omnipotence of God, spread almost through every ] od 
the Scripture, the power lies in their truth. They are not eastern exaggerations, se 
for sublimity. | Every thing in nature answers to them, and renews Pe aS . Rates 
energy of the impression which they cannot but make upon the reflecting mind. 


(7) Paley. 
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of the astral revolutions indicates the constant.presence of an invisible but incomprehensible 
power :—the seas hurl the weight of their billows upon the rising shores, but every where find 
‘a “bound fixed by a perpetual decree ;’—the tides reach their heights; if they flowed on for 
a few hours, the othe would change places-with the bed of the sea; but under an invisible 
control they become refluent, “ He toucheth the mountains and they smoke,” is not mere 
imagery. Every volcano is a testimony of that truth to nature which we find im the 
tures ; and earthquakes teach, that, before him, “ the pillars of the world tremble.” » Men 
collected into armies, and populous nations, give us vast ideas of human power: but let an 
army be placed amidst the sand storms and burning winds of the desert, as, in the East, has 
frequently happened; or before “ his frost,” as in our own day, in Russia, where one of the 
mightiest armaments was seen retreating before, or perishing under an unexpected visitation 
of snow and storm; or let the utterly helpless state of a populous country which has been 
visited by famine, or by a resistless pestilential disease, be reflected upon, and it is no figure 
of speech to say, that “all nations are before him less than nothing and vanity.” ; 
or in reviewing this doctrine of Scripture, ought the fine practical uses made of the omni- 
potence of God, by the sacred writers, to be overlooked... In-them, there is nothing said for 
the display of knowledge, as, too often, in Heathen writers ; no speculation without a moral 
subservient to it, and that by evident desig To excite and keep alive in man the fear and 
eee God, and to bring him toa felicitous confidence in that Almighty power which 
pervades and controls all things, we have observed, are the reasons for those ample displays 
of the omnipotence of God, which roll through the sacred volume with a sublimity that inspi- 
ration only could supply. ‘Declare his glory among the Heathen, his marvellous works 
zmong all nations ; for great is the Lord and greatly to be praised.—Glory and honour are in 
Pe peccace, and strength and gladness iy his place.—Give unto the Lord, ye kindreds of the 
people, give unto the Lord ‘glory and strength; give unto the Lord the glory due unto his 
name.—The Lord is my light and my-salvation; whom shall I fear? The Lord is the 
strength of my life; of whom shall I be afraid ?—If God be for us, who then can be: against 
us ?—Our help standeth in the name of the Lord, who made heaven and earth.—W hat time 
I am afraid, I will trust in thee.”—Thus, as one observes, “ our natural fears, of which we 
must have many, remit us to God, and remind us, since we know what God is, to ley hold on 
his Almighty power.” > 
Ample however as are the views afforded us in Scripture of the power of God, we are not 
to consider the subject as bounded by theni. As when the Scriptures declare the eternity of 
God, they declare it so as to unveil to us something of that fearful peculiarity of the Divine 
Nature, that he is the fountain of being to himself, and that he.is eternal, because he is the 
“T am ;” so we are taught not to measure his omnipotence by the actual displays of it which 
have been made. They are the manifestations of the principle, but not the measure of its 
capacity ; and should we resort to the discoveries of modern philosophy, which, by the help of 
instruments, has so greatly enlarged the known boundaries of the visible universe, and add to 
the stars, visible to the »aked eye, new exhibitions of the Divine power in those nebulous 
appearances of the heavens which are resolvable into myriads of distinct celestial luminaries, 
whose immense distances conmingle their light before it reaches our eyes; we thus alzaost 
infinitely expand the circle of cteated existence, and enter upon a formerly unknown and 
overwhelming range of Divine operation; but we are still reminded, that his power is truly 
Almighty and measureless—‘ Lo, all these are parts of his ways, but how little a portion is 
known of him, and the thunder of his powez who can understand?” It is a mighty conception 
to think of a power from which all other pover is derived, and.to which it is subordinate ; 


which nothing can oppose ; which can beat down and annihilate all other powers whatever ; 
a power which operates in the most perfect manner ; at once, in an instant, with the utmost 
ease; but the Scriptures lead us to the conteraplation of greater depths, and those unfathoma~ 
ble. The omnipotence of God is inconceivable and boundiless.~It. arises from the infinite 
perfection of God, that his power can never be actually exhausted ; and, in every imaginable 
instant in eternity, that inexhaustible power of God can if it please him be adding either more 
creatures to those in existence, or greater perfection to them ; since “it belongs to self-existent 
being, to be always full and communicative, and, to the communicated contingent. being, to 
be ever empty and craving.” (8) ; a5 

One limitation only we can conceive, 
of the Divine Nature. 


“Where things in themselves imply-a contradiction, as that a body may be extended and 
not extended, in a place and not in a place, at the same time; such things, I say, cannot be 
done by God, because contradictions are impossible in their o 


: Bo wn nature: nor is it any deroga- 
tion from the Divine power to say, they cannot be done ; for as th “ 


v , they cannot | e object of the understanding, 
of the eye, and the ear, is that which is intelligible, visible, and audible ; So the object of power 
must be that which is possible ; and as it is no prejudice to the most perfect understanding, or 
sight, or hearing, that it does not understand what is not intelligible, or see what is not 
visible, or hear what is not audible ; so neither is it any diminution to the most perfect power, 


that it does not do what is not possible. (9) In like manner, God cannot do any thing that 


(8) Howe. (9) Bishop Wilkins. 


which however detracts nothing from this perfection 
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is An ae to his other perfections: he cannot lie, nor deceive; nor deny himself; for this 
would be injurious to his truth. He cannot love sin, nor punish innocence ; for this would 
destroy his holiness and goodness: and therefore to ascribe a power to him that is inconsistent 
with the rectitude of his nature, is not to magnify Dueigeeas him; for all unrighteous- 
ness is weakness, a defection from right reason, a deviation from the perfect rule of action, 
and arises from a defect of goodness and power. In a word, since all the attributes of God 
are essentially the same, a power in him which tends to destroy any other attribute of the 
Divine Nature, must be a power destructive of ape Well therefore may we conclude him 
absolutely omnipotent; who, by being able to effect all things consistent with his perfections, 
showeth infinite ability, and, by not being able to do any thing repugnant to the same’ perfec- 
tions, demonstrates If subject to no.infirmity.” (1) oe: Reoeag ; 
Nothing certainly in the finest writings of antiquity, were all their best thoughts collected 
as to the majesty and power of God, can bear any comparison to the views thus presented to 
us by Divine revelation. Were we to forget for a moment, what is the fact, that their noblest 
notions stand connected with fancies and vain speculations which deprive them of their force, 
their thought never rises so high, the current of it is broken, the rownd of lofty conception is 
not completed; and, unconnected as their views of Divine power were with the eternal destiny 
of man, and the very reason of creation; we never hear in them, as in the Scriptures, “the raux= 
DER of his power.” _ One of the best specimens of Heathen devotion is given below in the 
hymn of Cleanthes the Stoic ; and, though noble and just, it sinks infinitely in the comparison. 
“Fail, QO Jupiter, most glorious of the immortals, invoked under many names, always 
most powerful, the first ruler of nature, whose law = all things,—hail! for to address 
thee 1s permitted to all mortals,—For our race we. from thee; we mortals who be<.4 
upon the ground, receiving only the echo of thy voice. I therefore, I will celebrate thee, 
will always sing thy power. All this universe rolling round the earth, obeys thee wherever 
thou guidest, and willingly is governed by thee. So vehement, so fiery, so immortal is the 
thunder which thou holdest subservient in thy: unshaken hands; for, by the stroke of this, all 
nature was rooted; by this, thou directest the common reason which pervades all things, 
mixed with the greater and lesser luminaries; so great a king art thou, supreme thronph oe 
nor does any work take place without thee on the earth, nor in the ethereal sky, nor in the 
sea, except what the bad perform in their own folly. But do thou, O Jupiter, giver of-all 
blessings, dwelling in the clouds, ruler of the thunder, defend mortals frora dismal misfortune ; 
which dispel, O Father, from the soul, and grant it to attain that judgment, trusting to which 
thou governest all things with justice; that, being honoured, we may repay thee with honour, 


singing continually thy works, as becomes a mortal; since there is no greater meed to men. 


or gods, than always to celebrate justly the universal law.” | is 

‘The OmnrprEsENcE or Usiguity of God, is another doctrine of Scripture ; and it is corro- 
borated by facts obvious to all reflecting beings, though, to us and perhaps to all finite minds, 
the mode is incomprehensible. The statement of this doctrine in the inspired records, like 
that of all.the other attributes of God, is made. in their own peculiar tone and emphasis of 
majesty and sublimity. “ Whither shall I go from thy Spirit, or whither shall I flee from thy 
presence? If I ascend up to heaven, thou art there; if [ make my bed in hell, behold thou 
art there; if I take the wings.of the morning and dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea, even 
there shall thy hand lead me, and thy right hand shall hold me.—Can any hide himself in 
secret places that I shall not see him? Do not I fill heaven and-earth, saith the Lord? Am 
Ia God at hand, saith the Lord, and not a God afar off?—Thus saith the Lord, behold heaven 
is my throne, and the earth is my footstool.—Behold, heaven and the heaven of heavens 
cannot contain thee.—Though he dig into hell, thence shall my hand take him; though he 
climb up into heaven, thence will I brmg-him down ; and though he hide himself in the top of 
Carmel, I will search and take him outfrom thence.—In him we live, and move, and haye 
our being.—He filleth all things.” % 

Some striking passages.on the Ubiquity of the Divine presence, may be found in the writ- 
ings of some of the Greek philosophers, arising out of this notion, that God was the soul of 
the world; but their very connection with this speculation, notwithstanding the imposing 
phrase occasionally adopted, strikingly marks the difference between their most exalted 
views, and those of the Hebrew prophets on this subject. “To a large proportion of those 
who hold a practamsshen rank among the ancient Theistical philosophers, the idea of th¢ 
personality of the Deity was in a great measure unknown. The Deity by them was cons- 
dered, not so much an intelligent being as an animating power, diffused throughout the world, 
and \was introduced into their speculative system to account for the motion of that passive 
mass of matter, which was supposed co-eval, and indeed co-existent, with himself.” (2) 
These defective notions are confessed by Gibbon, a writer not disposed to undervalue their 
attamments. : J 

“The philosophers of Greece deduced their morals from the nature of man, rather sham 
from that of God. They meditated, however, on the Divine Nature, as a very curious and 
important speculation ; and in the profound inquiry, they displayed the strength and weak- 
ness of the human understanding. - Of the four most considerable sects, the Stoics and the 


(1) Pearson on the Creed. (2) Sumner’s Records of the Creation, 
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Platonicians endeavoured to reconcile the janing intrest of reason and piety. They have. 
left us the most sublime proofs of the existence and perfections of the First Cause ; but as it 
was impossible for them to conceive the creation of matter, the workman, in the Stoic philo- 
sophy, was not sufficiently distinguished from the work ; whilst, on the contrary, the spiritual 
God of Plato and his disciples resembled more an idea than a substance.” (3) ke $ 

Similar errors have been revived in the Infidel philosophy of modern time, from Spinosa 
down to the latter offspring of the German and French schools. "The same remark applies 
alsé to the Oriental philosophy, which, as before remarked, presents at this day a perfect 
view of the boasted wisdom of ancient Greece, which was “ brought to nought” by “the fool- 
‘ishness” of apostolic preaching. But in-the Scriptures there is nothing confused in the doctrine 
of the Divine Ubiquity. God is every where, but he is not every thing. All things have 
their being in him, but he is distinct from all things; -he fills the universe, but is not mingled 
with it. Hes the intelligence which guides, and the power-which sustains, but his personality 
is preserved, and he is independent of the works of his hands however vast and noble. So 
far is’ his presence from being bounded by the universe itself, that, as in the passage above 
quoted from the Psalms, we are taught that were it possible for us to wing our way into the 
immeasurable depths and breadths of space, God would there surround us, in as absolute a 
sense as that in which he is said to be about our bed and our path in that part of the world 
where his will has placed ‘us. ‘ Peat et : 

On this as on all similar subjects, the Scriptures use terms, which are taken in their common 
sense acceptation among mankind ; and though the vanity of the human mind disposes many 
to seek a‘philosophy in the doctrine thus announced deeper than that which its popular terms 
convey, we are bound to conclude, if we would pay but a common respect to an admitted revela- 
tion, that where no manifest figure of speech occurs, the truth of the doctrines lies in the tenor 
of the terms by which it is expressed: Otherwise there would be no revelation, I do not say, 
of the modus, for that is confessedly incomprehensible ; but of the fact. In the case before us, 
the terms presence, and place, are used according to common notions, and must be so taken, if 
the Scriptures are intelligible. sen ie ei refinements are not scriptural doctrines, when 
they give to the terms chosen by the Holy Spirit an acceptation out of their general and 
proper use, and make them the signs’ of a perfectly distinct class of ideas; if indeed all 
distinctness of idea is not lost inthe attempt. It is therefore in the popular, and just because 
scriptural, manner, that we are to conceive of the omnipresence of God. ~ 

“Tf we reflect upon ourselves we may observe that we fill but a small space, and that our 
knowledge or power reaches but a little way. We can act at one time in one place only, 
and the sphere of our influence is narrow at largest. Would we be witnesses to what is done 
at any distance from us, or exert there our active powers, we must remove ourselves thither. 
For this reason we are necessarily ignorant of a thousand things which pass around us, 
incapable of attending and managing any great variety of affairs, or performing at'the same 
' time any number of actions, for our own good, or for the benefit of others.- ij 

“ Although we feel this to.be the present condition of our being, and the limited state of 
our intelligent and active powers, yet we can éasily conceive, there may exist beings more 
perfect, and whose presence may extend far and wide. Any one of whom present in, what 
tous are, various places, at the same time, may know at once what is done in all these, and. 
act in all of them; and thus be able to regard and direct a variety of affairs at the same instant. 
And who further being qualified, by the purity and activity of their nature, to pass from one 
place to another with great ease and swiftness, may thus fill a large sphere of action, direct a 
great variety of affairs, confer a great, number of benefits, and observe a multitude of actions at 

the same time, or in so swift a succession, as to us would appear but one instant. Thus per- 
fect. we may easily believe the angels of God. : 

“We can further conceive this: extent of presence, and of ability for knowledge and action, 
to admit of degrees of ascending perfection approaching to infinite. And when we have thus 
raised our thoughts to the idea of a being, who is not only present throughous a large empire, 
but throughout our world; and not only in every part of our world, but in every part of all 
the numberless suns and worlds which roll in the starry heavens—who is not only able to 
enliven and actuate the plants, animals, and men who live upon this globe, but countless 
yarieties of creatures every where in an immense universe—yea, whose presence is not con- 
fed to the universe, immeasurable as that is by any finite mind, but’ who is present every 
where in infinite space ; and who is therefore able to create still new worlds and fill them 
with proper inhabitants, attend, supply, and govern them all—when we have thus gradually 
raised and enlarged our conceptions, we have the best, idea we can form, of the universal 
presence of the great Jehovah, who filleth heaven and earth. There is no part of the universe, 
no portion of space uninhabited by God, none wherein this Being of perfect power, wisdom, 
and benevolence is not essentially present. Could we with the swiftness of a sunbeam dart 
ourselves beyond the limits of the creation, and for ages contiriue our progress in infinite 
space, we should still be surrounded with the Divine presence ; nor ever be able to reach that 
space where God is not. : 


“ His presence also penetrates every part of our world; the most solid parts of the earth 


(8) Decline and Fall, &c. 
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cannot exclude it ; for it pierces as easily the centre of the globe, as the empty air. Ail cresitures 
_ live and moye, and have their being in him. And the inmost recesses of the human heart can 
no more exclude his presence, or conceal a thought from his knowledge, than the deepest 
caverns of the earth.” (4) > - 3 Bours u i 
_ The illustrations and confirmatory proofs of this doctrine which the material world fur- 
nishes, are numerous and striking. i x . 
“Tt is a most evident and acknowledged truth that a being cannot act where it is not; if 
therefore actions and effects, which manifest the highest wisdom, power, and:goodness in the 
author. of them, are continually produced every where, the author of these actions, or God, 
must be continually present with us, and wherever he thus acts. The matter which com-— 
oses the world is evidently lifeless and thoughtless, it must therefore be incapable of moving 
itself, or designing or producing any effects which require wisdom or power. The matter 
of our world, or the small parts-which constitute the air, the earth, and the waters, is yet con- 
tinually moved, so as to produce effects of this kind; such are the innumerable herbs, and 
trees, and fruits which adorn the earth, and support the countless millions of creatures who 
inhabit it. There must therefore be constantly present, all over the earth, a most wise, mighty, 
and good being, the author and director of these motions. ~~ : H 
_ “ We cannot, it is true, see him with our bodily eyes, because he is a pure Spirit ; yet this 
is hot any proof that he is not present.. A judicious discourse, a series of kind:actions, con- 
vince us. of the presence of a friend, a person of prudence and benevolence. We cannot see 
the present mind, the seat and principle of these qualities; yet the constant regular motion of 
the tongue, the hand, and the whole body, (which ore the instruments of our souls, as the mate- 
rial universe and all the various bodies: in it are the instruments of-the Deity,) will not suffer 
us to doubt, that there is an intelligent and benevolent principle within the body, which pro- 
duces-all these skilful motions and kind actions. . The sun, the air, the earth, and the waters, 
are no more able to move themselves, and produce all that beautiful and useful variety of 
plants, and fruits, and trees, with which our earth is covered, than the body of a man, when 
the soul hath left it, is able to move itself, form an instrument, plough a field, or build a house. 
If the laying out judiciously and well cultivating a small estate, sowing it with proper grain 
at the best time of the year, watering: it in due season and quantities, and gathering in the 
fruits when ripe and laying them up in the best manner—if all these effects prove the estate 
to have a manager, and the manager possessed of skill and strength—certainly the enlighten- 
ing and warming the whole earth by the sun, and so directing its motion and the motion of 
the earth as to produce in a constant useful succession: day.and: night, summer and winter, 
seed time and harvest ; the watering the earth continually by the clouds, and thus bringing 
forth immense quantities of herbage, grain.and fruits—certainly all these effects continually pro- 
duced, must prove that a being of the greatest power, wisdom, and benevolence, is continually 
present throughout our world, which he thus supports, moves, actuates, and makes fruitful. . 
“The fire which warms us, knows nothing of its serviceableness to this purpose, nor of the 
wise laws according to which its particles are moved to produce this effect. And that it is 
placed in such a part of the house, where it may be greatly beneficial and no way hurtful, is 
ascribed without hesitation to the contrivance and labour of a person who knew its proper 
Place and uses. And if we came daily into a house wherein we saw this was regularly done, 
though we never saw an inhabitant therein, we could not doubt, that the house was occupied 
by a rational inhabitant.. That huge globe of fire in the heavens, which we call the sun, and 
on the light and influences of which the fertility of our world, and the life and pleasure of all 
animals depend, knows nothing of its serviceableness to these purposes, nor of the wise laws 
according-to which its beams-are dispensed ; nor what place or motions were requisite for these 
beneficial purposes. Yet its beams are darted constantly im infinite numbers, every one 
according to those well-chosen laws, and its proper place apd motion are maintained. Must. 
not then its place be appointed, its motion regulated, and beams darted, by Almighty wisdom 
and goodness ; which prevent the sun’s ever wandering in the boundle s spaces of the heavens, 
so as to leave us in disconsolate cold and darkness; or coming so near, or emitting his rays in 
such a manner as to burn us up? Must not the great Being who enlightens and warms us 
by the sun, his instrument, who raises and sends down the vapours, brings forth and ripens the 
grain and fruits, and who is thus ever acting around us for our benefit, be always present in 
the sun, throughout the air, and all over the earth, which he thus moves and actuates ? 
“This earth is in itself a dead motionless mass, and void of all counsel; yet proper parts 
of it are continually. raised through the small pipes which compose the bodies of plants and 
trees, and are made to contribute to their growth, to open and shine in blossoms and leaves, 
and to swell and harden into fruit, Could blind thoughtless particles thus continually keep on 
their way, through numberless windings, without once blundering, if they were not guided by 
an unerring hand? Can the most perfect human skill from earth and water form one grain, 
auch more a variety of beautiful and relishing fruits? Must not the directing mind, who does 
all this constantly, be most wise, mighty and benevolent? Must not the Being who thus 
continually exerts his skill and energy around us, for our benefit, be confessed to be always 
present, and concerned for our welfare ? 


. 
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(4) Amory’s Sermons. 


’ the laws of nature, or by any law? 
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“Can these effects be ascribed to any thing below an all-wise and almighty cause? And 
must not this cause be present, wherever he acts? » Were God to speak to us every month 
from heaven, and with a voice loud as thunder declare, that he observes, provides for, and 
governs us; this would not be a proof in the judgment of sound reason by many degrees so 
valid. Since much less wisdom and power are required'to form such sounds in the air, than 
to produce these effects; and to give not merely verbal declarations, but substantial evidences 
of his presence and care over us.” (5) :. 


“In every part and place of the universe, with which we are acquainted, we perceive the 


_exertion of a power, which we believe mediately or immediately, to-proceed from the Deity. 


For instance: in what part or point of space, that has ever been explored, do we not discover 
attraction? In what regions do we not find light? In what accessible portion of our globe 
do we not meet with gravity, magnetism, electricity; together with the properties also and 
owers of organized substances, of vegetable or of animated nature? Nay further, we may 
ask, What kingdom is there of nature, what corner of space, in which there is any thing that 
can be examined by us, where we do not fall upon contrivance and design? The only reflection 
perhaps which arises in our minds from this view of the world around us is, that the laws‘ of 
nature every where prevail; that en uniform and universal. But what do we mean by 
ffects are produced by-power, not by laws. A law 
cannot execute itself. law refers us-to an.agent.” (6) 
The usual argument @ priori, on this attribute of the Divine Nature, has been stated as 
follows; but amidst so much demonstration of a much higher kind, it cannot be of much'value. 
“The First Cause, the supreme all-perfect Paap gee = etary his being from any 
other cause, must be independent of all other, and therefore-uslimited. He exists by an 
absolute necessity of nature; and as all the parts of infinite space are-exactly uniform and 
alike, for the same reason that he exists in any one part, he must exist in all. No reason can 
be assigned for excluding him from one part, which would not exclude him from all. But 
that he-is present in some parts of space, the evident effects of his wisdom, power, ‘and 
benevolence continually produced, demonstrate, beyond all rational doubt. He must therefore 
be alike present every where; and fill infinite space with his infinite Being.” (7) 
Among metaphysicians, it has been matter of dispute, whether God is present every where 
by an infinite extension.of his essence. This is the opinion of Newton, Dr. 8. Clarke, and 
their followers ; others have objected to this notion, that it might then be said, God is neither 
in heaven nor in earth, but only a part of God in each. ‘The former opinion, however, 
appears most in harmony with the Scriptures; though the term extension, through the inade- 
quacy of language, conveys too material an idea. The objection just stated is wholl 
grounded on notions taken from material objects; and is therefore of little weight, because it 
is not applicable to an immaterial substance. ~ It is best to confess with one who had thought 
deeply on the subject, ‘ there is an incomprehensibleness in the manner of every thing about 
which no controversy can or ought to be concerned.” (8) _ That we cannot comprehend how 
God is fully, and completely, and undividedly present: every where, need not surprise us, 
when we reflect that the manner in which our own minds are present with our bodies is as 
incomprehensible; as the manner in which the Supreme mind is present with every thing in 
the universe, ? ; : ; 


¥ 


CHAPTER IV. . 
Artrriputes or Gopv.—Omniscience. 


Tuer omniscience of God is constantly connected in Scripture with his omnipresence, and 
forms a part of almost every description of that attribute ; for as God is a spirit, and therefore 
intelligent, if he is every where, if nothing can exclude him, not even the most solid bodies, 
nor the minds of intelligent beings, then are all things “naked and opened to the eyes of him 
with whom we have to do.” Where he acts, he is, and where he is, he perceives.” “He 
understands and considers things absolutely, and as they are in their own natures, powers, 
properties, differences, together with all the circumstances belonging to them.” (9) “Known: 
unto him are all his works from the beginning of the world,” rather am *awves from all eternit 
—known, before they were made, in their possible, and known, now they are made, in their 
actual existence. ‘Lord, thou hast searched me and known me; thou knowest my down- 
sitting and. mine up-rising, thou understandest my thought afar off. Thou compassest my 
path and my lying down, and art acquainted with all my ways. - For there is not a word in 
my tongue, but lo, O Lord, thou knowest it altogether.—The darkness hideth not from thee ; 
but the night shineth as the day.—The ways of man are before the eyes of the Lord, and he 
pondereth all his goings ; he searcheth their hearts, and understandeth every imagination of 
their thoughts.” Nor is this perfect knowledge to be confined to men, or angels, it reaches 
into the state of the dead, and penetrates the regions of the damned. Hell, hades, is naked 


(5) Amory’s Sermons. (6) Paley. (7) Amory. (8) Jackson’s Existence and Unity, &¢.—Vide 
ed — Philosophical Essays, and Law’s Inquiry into the Ideas of Space, &c: (9) Bishop Wilkins’s 
rinciples, : aa ee 
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ore him ; and destruction (the seats of destruction) hath no covering.” No limits at all are 

~ to be ‘set to this perfection. “Great is the Lord, his understanding is wwrisite.” 7 
In Psalm xciv, the knowledge of God is argued from the communication of it to men. 
“Understand, ye brutish among the people; and, ye fools, when will ye be wise? He 
that planted the ear, shall he not hear? He that formed the oye, shall he not see? He 
that chastiseth the Heathen, shall not he correct? he that teacheth man knowledge, shall not 
he know?” This br sgieadaa ia? Bind it is conclusive, obliging all who acknowledge a 
First Cause, to admit his perfect intelligence, or to take refuge in Atheism itself, It fetches 
not the proof from a distance, but refers us to our bosoms for the constant demonstration that 
the Lord is a God of knowledge, and that by him actions are weighed. 

_ “We find in ourselves such qualities as thought and intelligence, power and freedom, 
&c, for which we have the evidence of consciousness as much as for eur own existence. Indeed, 
; “iso 7 our consciousness of these, that our existence is known to ourselves. We 


kn e that these are perfections, and that to have them is better than to be without 

em. We find also that they have not been in us from eternity. They must, therefore, have 
had # beginning and consequently some cause, for the very sare reason that a being beginning 
to exist in time requires a cause. Now this cause, as it must be superior to its effect, must have 


those perfections in 2 superior degree; and if it be the first cause, it must have_them in an 
infinite or unlimited degree, since bounds or limitation, without a ps, 2 Phan be an effect 
without a cause” ~ . , ‘*" 

“If God gives wisdom to the wiser and knowledge to men of understanding, if he commu- 
uicates this perfection to his ures, the inference must be that he himself is possessed of it 
ina much more eminent degree than they, that his knowledge is deep and intimate, i 
to the very essence of things, theirs but slight and superficial ; his clear and distinct, theirs 
confused and dark ; his certain and infallible, theirs doubtful and liable to mistakes ; his easy 
and permanent, theirs obtained with much pains, and soon lost again by the defects of 
memory or age; his universal and extending to all objects, theirs short and narrow, reaching 
only to some few things, while that which is wanting cannot be numbered; and therefore as 
the heavens are higher than the earth, so, as the prophet has told us, are his ways above their 
ways, and his thoughts above their thoughts.” (1) _~ z 

But His understanding is infinite; a doctrine which the sacyd writers not only authorita- - 
tively announce, but confirm by referring to the wisdom displayed in his works. The only 
. difference between wisdom and knowledge is, that the former always supposes action, and 

action directed to an end. But wherever there is wisdom, there must be knowledge; and as 
the wisdom of God in the creation consists in the formation of things which, by themselves, or 
in combination with others, shall produce certain effects, and that in a variety of operation 
which is to us boundless, the previous knowledge of the possible qualities and effects inevita- 
bly supposes a knowledge which can have no limit. For as ¢reation out of nothing, argues a 
power which is omnipotent; so the knowledge of the possibilities of things which are not, a 
knowledge which, from the effect, we are sure must exist in God, argues that such a Being 
must be omniscient. For “all things being not only present to him, but also entirely depend- 
in upon him, and having received both their being itself, and all their powers and faculties 
from him: it is manifest that, as he knows all things that are, so he must likewise know all 
possibilities of things, that is, all effects that can be. For, being himself alone self-existent, 
and haying alone giveri to all things all the powers anid faculties they are endued with; ‘it is 
evident he must of necessity know perfectly what all and each of those powers and faculties, 
which are derived wholly from himself, can possibly produce: and seeing, at one boundless 
view, all the possible compositions and divisions, variations and changes, circumstances and 
dependencies of things; all their possible relations one to another, and their dispositions or 
fitnesses to certain and respective ends, he must, without pecleley of error, exactly 
what is best and properest in every one of the infinite possible cases or methods of disposing 
things; and understand perfectly how to order and direct the respective means, to bring about 
what so knows to be, in its tad or in the whole, the best and fittest in the end. is 
what we mean by infinite Wisdorn.” ; i 

On the subject of the Divine Ubiquity and Omniscience, many fine sentiments are found, 
even among Pagans ; for an intelligent First Cause, being in any sense admitted, it was most 
natural and obvious to ascribe to him a perfect knowledge of all things, They acknowledged 
“that nothing is hidfrom God, who is intimate to our minds, and mingles himself with our 
very thoughts ;? (2) nor were they all unaware of the practical tendency of such a doctrine, 
and of the motive it affords to a cautious and virtuous conduct. (3) But among ther it was 
not. held, as by the sacred writers, in connection with other correct views of the Divine Nature, 
which are essential to give to this its full moral, effect. Not only on this subject does the 
manner ‘in which the Scriptures state this doctrine far transcend that of the wisest Pagan 
theists; but the moral of the sentiment is infinitely raore comprehensive and impressive. 
With them it is connected with marys state of trial; with a holy law, all the violations of 


(1) Tillotson’s Sermons. ~ (2) Nihil Deo clausum, interest animis nostris, mediis cogitationibus 
intervenit. Sen. Epist. (3) Quis enim non timeat Deurn, omnia pervidentem, et cogitantem,&e, Cie, 
De Nat, Deor. = arene: 


* 
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which, in thought, word, and deed, are both infallibly known, and strictly marked ; with 
promises of grace; and of mild and protecting government as to all who have sought and 
found the mercy of God, forgiving their sins and admitting them into his family. The wicked 
are thus reminded, that their hearts are searched; and their sins noted; that, the eyes of the 
Lord. are upon their ways; and that their most secret works will be brought to light in-the 
day when God, the witness, shall become God the Judge. In like manner, “the eyes of the 
Lord are said to be over the righteous ;”-that, such persons are kept by him “who never 
slumbers nor sleeps ;” that he is never “far from them,” and that “his eyes run to and fro 
throughout the whole earth, to show himself strong in their behalf ;” that foes, to them invisi- 
ble, are seen by his eye, and controlled by his arm; and that this great attribute, so appalling 
to wicked men, affords to them, not only the most influential reasqn for a. perfectly holy tem- 
‘per and conduct, but the strongest motive to trust, and joy, and hope, amidst the changes and 
afflictions.of the present life. Socrates, as well as other philosophers, could express themselves 
well, so long as they expressed themselves generally, on this subject. The former could say, 
“Let your own frame instruct you. Does the mind inhabiting your body dispose and govern 
it with ease? Ought you not then to conclude, that the universal mind with equal ease 
actuates and governs universal nature; and that, when you can.at once consider the interests 
of the Athenians at home, in Egypt, and in Sicily, it is not too much for the Divine wisdom to 
take care of the universe? These reflections will soon convince you, ages greatness of the 
Divine mind is such, as at once to see all things, hear all things, be present every where, and 
direct all the affairs.of the world.” These views are just; but they, wanted that connection 
with others relative both to the Divine Nature and government, which we see only in the 
Bible, to render them influential; they neither gave correct moral distinctions nor led to. 
virtuous practice, no not in Socrates, who on some subjects, and especially on the personality 
of the Deity, and his independence on matter, raised himself far above the rest of his philosophic 
brethren; but in moral feeling and practice was as censurable as they. (4) ~ SR _ 
The foreknowledge of God, or his prescience of future things, though contingent, is by 
divines generally included in the term omniscience, and for this they have unquestionably 
the authority of the Holy Scriptures. From the difficulty which has been supposed to exist, 
_in reconciling this with the freedom of human actions, and man’s accountability, some have 
however refused to allow prescience, at least of contingent actions, to be a property of the 
Divine Nature; and others ha¥e adopted various modifications of opinion, as to the knowledge 
of God, in order to elude, or to remove the objection, This subject was glanced at in part i, 
chap. 9, but in this place, where the omniscience of God is under consideration, the three 
leading theories which have been resorted to for the purpose of maintaining unimpugned the 
moral government of God, and-the freedom-and responsibility of man, seem to require exami- 
nation, that the true doctrine of Scripture may be fully brought out and established. (5) 


i) Several parallels have been at different times drawn, even by-Christian divines, between the character 
of Socrates and Christ; doubtless with the intention of exalting the latter, but yet so as to veil the true 
character of the former. How great is thedisgust one feels at that want of all moral delicacy from which 
only such’ comparisons could emanate, when. the true’ character of Socrates comes tobe unveiled! On a 
sermon preached at. Cambridge by Dr. Butler, which contains one of these parallels, ‘the. Christian Ob- 
server’? has the following just remarks: ‘is 2 ila he 

‘““We earnestly request that such-of our readers as are sufficiently acquainted with classical literature to 
institute the examination, would turn to the eleventh chapter of the third book of the Memorabilia of Xenophon, 
and we are perstiaded that they will not think our reprehension of Dr. Butler misplaced. The very title of 
the chapter, we should have thought, would have precluded any Christian scholar, much nore any Christian - 
divine, from the possibility of being guilty of a profanation€$o.gross and revolting. The title of it is Cwm 
Meretrice Theodata de arte hominum alliciendorum disserit, (Socrates, viz.) Doubtless many who heard 
Dr. Butler preach, and many more who have since read his sermon, have taken it for granted, that whenshe- 
ventured to recommend the conduct of Socrates, in associating with courtezans, as being an adumbration 
with that of our, Saviour, he must have alluded to ‘instances in the life of that. philosopher of his having 
laboured to reclaim the vicious, or to console the penitent with the hope of pardon. For ourselves, we know_ 
of no such instances. But what will be his surprise to find that the intercouse of Socrates with courtezans, 
as it is here recorded by Xénophon, was of the most licentious and profligate deseription ?” * 

(5) There is another theory which was formerly much: debated, under the name of Scientia Media; but 
to which, in the present day, reference is seldom made. The knowledge of God was distributed into Neces-: 
sary, which goes before every act of the will in the order of‘nature, and by which he knows himself, and all 
possible things :—F'ree, which follows the act of the.will, and by which: God. knows all things which he has 
decreed to do and to permit, as things which he wills to be done or permitted :;—Middle, so called, because 
partaking) of the two former kinds, by which he knows, sw conditione, what men and angels would 
voluntarily do under any given circumstances. “Tertiam Mediam, qua sub conditione novit quid homines 
aut angeli facturi essent pro sua libertate, si cum his aut illis circumstantiis, in hoc vel in illo rerum ordine 
constituerentur.”—Episcopius De Scientia Dei. They illustrate this kind of Imowledge by such passages 
as, “ Wo unto thee, Chorazin! wo unto thee, Bethsaida! for if the mighty works which were done in you, 
had been done in Tyre and Sidon, they would have repented long ago in -sackeloth and ashes.” This dis- 
tinction, which was taken from the Jesuits, who drew it from the Schoolmen, was at least favoured by some 
of the Remonstrant divines, as the extract from Episcopizs shows; and they seem to haye been led fo it by 
the. circumstance that almost all the high Calvinist theologians of that day entirely denied the possibility of 
contingent future actions being foreknown, in order to support, on this ground their doctrine of absolute pre- 
destination. Tn this, however, those Remonstrants, who adopted that notion, did not follow their great leader 
Arminius, who felt no need of this subterfuge, but stood on the plain declarations of Scripture, uncmbarrassed. 


ey 4 


SHOOND.J THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. _ Wh 


‘The Chevalier Ramsay, among his other speculations, holds “ it a matter of choice in God, 
think of finite ideas ;” and similar opinions, though variously worded, have been occasidn- 
y adopted. In substance these opinions are, that though the knowledge of God be infinite 
as his power is infinite, there is no-more reason to conclude, that his knowledge should be 
always exerted to the full-extent of its capacity, than that his: power should be employed to 
_ the extent of his omnipotence; and that if we suppose him to choose not'to know some contin- 
gencies, the infiniteness of his knowledge is not thereby impugned. To this it maybe answered, 
“that, the infinite power of God is in Scripture represented, as in the nature of things it must be, 
as an infinite capacity, and not as infinite inact; but that the knowledge of God is on the contrary 
never represented there tous asa capacity to acquire knowledge, but as actually comprehending” 
all things that are, and all things that can be. 2. That themotion of God’s choosing to know 
somethings, and not to know others, suppeses-a reason why he refuses to know any class of 
things or eyents, which reason, it would seem, can only arise out of their nature and circum- 
stances, and therefore supposes at least’a partial knowledge of them, from which the reason for — 
his not choosing to know them arises. ‘The doctrine is:therefore somewhat contradictory. 
But, 3, it is fatal to this opinion, that it does not at all meet-the difficulty arising“out of the 
question of the congruity of Divine prescience, and the free actions of man; since’somé con- 
tingent actions, for which men have been made accountable, we are sure, have been fore- 
known by God, because by his Spirit in the prophets they were foretold; and if the freedom of 
man can in these cases be reconciled to the prescience of God, there is no greater difficulty in 
any. other case which can. possibly occur. » HES a-Fta 
A second theory is, that the foreknowledge of contingent events, being in its own nature 
igpoest e, because it.implies a contradiction, if does no dishonour to the Divine Being to 
affirm, that of such events he has, and can have no prescience whatever; and thus the pre- 
science of God, as to moral actions being wholly denied, the difficulty of reconciling it with 
human freedom and accountability has no existence. (6) |: , EO3AM 
To this the same answer must be given as to the former. It does not meet the case, so long 
as the Scriptures are allowed to contain prophecies of rewardable and punishable actions. 
That man is accountable to. God-for his conduct, and therefore free, that is, laid under no 
invincible necessity of acting in a given manner, are doctrines clearly contained in tlie Bible, 
and the notion of necessity has here its full and satisfactory reply ; but if a difficulty should 
be felt in reconciling the freedom of an action with the prescience of it, it/affords not the 
slightest relief to deny. the foreknowledge of God as to actions in general, while the Scrip- 
tures contain predictions of the conduct of men. whose actions cannot have been determined 
by invincible necessity, because they were actions for which they received from God a just 
and marked punishment, Whether the scheme of relief be, that the knowledge of God, like 
his power, is arbitrary ;. or that the prescience of contingencies is impossible; so long’as the 
Scriptures are allowed to contain predietions of the conduct of men, good or bad, the difficulty 
remains in all its force. The whole body of prophecy is founded on the certain prescience of 
contingent actions, or it is not prediction, but guess and conjecture—to such fearful results 
does the denial of the Divine prescience lead! No one can deny that the Bible contains pre- 
dictions of the rise and fall of several kingdoms ; that Daniel, for instance, prophesied of the 
rise, the various fortune, and the fall of the celebrated monarchies of antiquity. But empires 
do not rise and fall wholly-by immediate acts of God ; they are not thrown up like new islands 
in the ocean, they do not fall like cities in an earthquake, by the direct exertion of Divine 
power. ‘They are carried through their various stages of advance and decline, by the virtues 
and the vices of men, which God makes the instruments of their prosperity or destruction. 


with metaphysical distinctions. \somarus, on tne other side, adoptea this opinion, waich was confined, 
among the Calvinists of that day, to himself and another. Gomarus betook himself to this notion of con- 
ditional prescience, in order to avoid being charged with making God the author of the sin of Adam, and 
found it,a convenient mode of eluding so formidable an objection, as Curcellaus remarks; “ Sapienter ergo, 
meo judicio, Gomarus, cum suam de reprobationis objecto sententiam hoc absurdo videret urgeri; quod Deum 
peecati Adami auctorem constituerit, ad prescientiam conditionatam confugit, qua Deus ex infintto scientia 
4u@ lumine, quedam futura non absolute, sed certa conditione posita prenovit. Hac enim ratione 
commodissime ictum istum declinavit—Eumque postea secutus est Wallus in Locis’suis Communibus ; 
qui etiam feliciter scopulum illum pretervehitur.—Nullum preterea ex Calvini discipulis novi, qui hanc in 
Deo scientiam agnoscat.—De Jure Dez i 

‘To ‘what practical end this opinion went, it is not easy to see either as to such of the Calvinists or of the 
Arminians as adopted it. The point- ofthe question, after all, was, whether the actual circumstances in 
which a free agent would be placed, and his conduct accordingly, could both be foreknown. Gomarus, 
who adopted the view of conditional foreknowledge; as to Adam at least, conceded the liberty of the will, so 
far as the first man was concerned, to his opponents; but Expiscopius and others conceded by this notion 
something of more importance to the Supralapsarians, who denied that the prescience of future contingencies 
wasat all possible. However both agreed todestroy the prescience of God as to actwal contingencies, though 
the advocates of the Media Scientia reserved the point as to possible, or rather hypothetic ones, and thus the 
whole was, after all, resolved into the wider question, Is the lnowledge of future contingencies possible ? This 
point will be presently considered. : f i 

(6) So little effect has this theory in removing any difficulty, that persons of the most opposite theological 
sentiments have claimed it in their favour.—Socinus and his followers—all the Supralapsarian Calvinists, — 
and a few Arminians. es 
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Counsels, wars, science, revolutions, all crowd in their agency and the predictions are of the 
combined and ultimate results of all these circumstances, which, as arising out of the vices 
and virtues of men, out, of innumerable acts of choice, are contingent. Seen they must have 
been through all their stages, and seen im their results, for prophecy has registered those 
results, The prescience of them cannot/be denied, for that is on the record ; and if certain 
prescience involves necessity, then are the daily virtues and vices of men not contingent. It 
was predicted that Babylon should. be taken by Cyrus in the midst of a midnight revel, in 
which the gates should be left unguarded and open. - Now, if all the actions which arose out 
of the warlike disposition and ambition of Cyrus were contingent, what becomes of the prin- 
ciple, that it is impossible to foreknow contingencies ?—they were foreknown, because the 
result of them was predicted... If the midnight revel of the Babylonian monarch was contin- 
gent, (the circumstance which led to the neglect of the gates ofi the city,) that also was 
foreknown, because predicted ; if not contingent, the actions of both monarchs ‘were neces- 


- sary, and to neither of them can be ascribed virtue or vice. 


Our Lord predicts, most circumstantially, the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans. If 
this be allowed, then the contingencies involved in,the conduct of the Jews who provoked that 
fatal war—in the Roman senate who decreed it—in the Roman generals who carried it on— 
m the Roman and Jewish soldiers who were engaged in it—were all foreseen, and the result 
of them. predicted : if they were not contingencies, that is, if they wére not free actions, then 
the virtues ‘and vices of both parties, and all the-acts of skill, and courage, and enterprise; and 
all the cruelties and sufferings of the besieged and the besiegers, arising out of imumerable 
volitions, and giving rise to the events so circumstantially marked in the prophecy, were 
determined by an irréversible necessity. The 53d chapter of Isaiah’ predicts, that Messigh 
should be.taken away by a violent death, inflicted by men in defiance of all the principles of 
justice. The record cannot be blotted out ; and if the conduct of the Jews was not, as the 
advocates of this scheme will contend it was not, influenced by necessity, then we have all the 
contingencies of their hatred, and cruelties, and injustice predicted, and therefore foreknown. 
The same observations might be applied to St. Paul’s prediction of a “falling away” in the 
church; of the rise of the ‘man of sin ;” and, in a word, to eyery prediction which the sacred 
volume contains. If there be any predictions m the Bible at all, every scheme which denies 
the prescience of contingencies must compel us into the doctrine of necessity, which in this 
place it is not necessary to discuss. 8 pr 

On-the: main principle of the theory just mentioned, that the prescience of contingent events 
is impossible, because their nature would be destroyed by it, we may adda few remarks. That 
the subject'is incomprehensible as to the manner in which the Divine Being foreknows future 
events of this or of any kind, even the greatest minds, which have applied themselves to such 
speculations, haye felt and acknowledged. The fact, that such a property exists in the Divine 

ature, is, however, too clearly stated in Scripture to allow of any doubt in those who.are 
disposed to submit to its authority; and it is not left to the uncertainty of our speculations on 
the properties of spiritual natures, either to be confirmed or disproved. Equally clear is it 
that the moral actions of men are not necessitated, because human accountability is the main 
pillar of that moral government, whose principles, conduct, and ends, are stated so largely in 
Divine revelation, : Whatever, therefore, becomes of human speculations, these points are 
sufficiently settled on an authority which is abundantly sufficient. To the objection of meta- 
physicians of different classes, against either of these principles, that such is not. the sense of 
the Scriptures, because the~fact “ cannot be so, it involves a contradiction,” not the least im- 
portance is to.be attached, when the plain, concurrgnt, and uniform sense of Scripture, inter- 
preted as any other book would be interpreted, determines to the contrary. It surely does 
not follow that a thing cannot be, because men do not see, or pretend not to see, that it canbe. 
This would lay the foundation of our faith in the. strength or weakness of other men’s intellect. 
We are not, however, in many cases, left wholly to this answer,.and it may be shown that 
the position, that certain prescience destroys contingency, is a mere sophism, and that this con- 
clusion is connected with the premise, by a confused use of terms. 

The great fallacy in the argument, that the certain prescience of a moral action destroys its 
contingent nature, hes in supposing that contingency and certainty are the opposites of each 
other. It is, perhaps, unfortunate that a word which is of figurative etymology, and. which 
consequently can only have an ideal application to such subjects, should have grown into 
common use in this discussion, because it is more liable, on that account, to present itself to 
different minds under different shades of meaning. If, however, the term contingent in this 
controversy has any definite meaning aot all, as applied to the moral actions of men, it must 
mean their freedom, and stands opposed not to’certainty, but to necessity. A free action is a 
voluntary one; and an action-which results from the choice.of the agent, is distinguished from 
a necessary one in this, that it might not have been, or have been otherwise, according to the 
self-determining power of the agent. It is with reference to-this specific quality of a free 
action, that the term. contingency is used,—it might have been otherwise, in other words, it was 
not necessitated. Contingency in moral actions is, therefore, their freedom, and is opposed, 
not to certainty but to necessity. ‘The very nature of this controversy fixes this_as the precise 
The question is not, in point of fact, about the certainty of moral actions, 
hether they will happen or not ; but about the nature of them, whether free or con- 


meaning of the term. 
that is, w. 
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ined, whether,.they must happen or not. Those who advocate this theory, care notabout the 
certainty (7) of actions, simply considered, that is, whether they will take_place or not; the rea- 
son why they object to a certain prescience of moral actions, is, that they conclude, that such a 
prescience renders them necessary, Itis the quolity of the action for which they contend, not whe- 
ther it will happen or not. If contingency meant uncertainty, the sense in which such theorists 
aes dispute would be at an end. But though an uncertain action cannot be foreseen as 

tain, a free, unnecessitated action may; for there is nothing in the knowledge of the action, 
in the least, to affect its nature. Simple knowledge is, in no sense, a cause of action, nor can 
it be conceived to be causal, unconnected with exerted power; for mere knowledge, therefore, 
an action remains free or necessitated as the case may be. A necessitatéd action is not made. 
a voluntary one by its being foreknown; a free action is not made a necessary one. Free 
actions foreknown will not, therefore, cease to be contingent. But how stands the case as to 
their certainty? Precisely on the same ground. The certaimty of a necessary action foreknown, 
does not result from the knowledge of the action, but from the operation of the necessitating 
cause; and in like manner, the certainty of a free action does not result from the knowledge 
of it, which is no cause at all, but from the voluntary cause, that is, the determination of the 
will It alters not the case in the least, to say that the voluntary action might have been 
otherwise. Had it been otherwise, the knowledge of it would have been otherwise; but as 
the will, which gives birth to the action, is not dependent upon the previous knowledge of 
God, but the knowledge of the action upon foresight of the choice of the will, neither the will 
nor the act is controlled by the knowledge, and the action, though forescen, is still free or 


contingent, : : a Sef 5 
The foreknowledge of God has then no influence upon either the freedom or the certainty of 


actions, for this plain reason, that it is knowledge, and not influence; and actions may be cer- 
tainly foreknown, without their being rendered necessary by that foreknowledge. But here 
it is said, If the result of an absolute contingency be certainly foreknown, it can have no other 
result, it cannot happen otherwise. This is not the true inference. It will not happen other- 
wise; but I ask, why can it not happen-otherwise? Can is an expression of potentiality, it 
denotes power or possibility. The objection is; that it is not possible that the action should 
otherwise happen. But why not? What deprives it of that. power? If a necessary action 
were in question, it could not otherwise happen than as the necessitating cause shall compel ; 
but then that would arise from the necessitating cause solely and not from the prescience of the 
action, which is not causal. But if the action be free, and it enter into the very nature of a 
voluntary action to be unconstrained,-then it might have happened in a thousand other ways, 
or-_not have happened at all; the foreknowledge of it no more affects its nature in this case 
than in the other. All its potentiality, so to speak, still remains, independent of foreknow- 
ledge, which neither adds to its power of happening otherwise, nor diminishes it, But then we 
are told, that the prescience of it, in that case, must be uncertain: not-unless any person can 
prove, that the Divine prescience is unable to dart through all the workings of the human 
mind, all its comparison of things in the judgment, all-the influences of motives on the affec- 
tions, all the hesitancies, and haltings of the will, to its final choice. “ Such knowledge is too 
ar for us,” but it is the knowledge of Him who “understandeth the thoughts of man 
afar off.” | ; ; 

' But if a contingency will have a given result, to that result it must be determined. Not in 
the least. We have seen that it cannot be determined to a given result by mere precognition, 
for we have evidence in our own minds that mere knowledge is not causal to the actions of 
another. It is determined to its result by the will of the agent; but even in that case, it 
cannot be said, that it must be determined to that result, because it is of the nature of freedom 
to be uneonstrained; so that here we have an instance in the case of a free agent that he wilt 
act in some particular manner, but that it by no means follows from what will be, whether 
foreseen or not, that it must be. . 

On this subject, so much controverted, and on which so much, in .the way-of logical conse- 
quence, depends, I add a few authorities. 5 

Dr. 8. Clarke observes, “They who suppose that events, which are called contingent, 
eannot be certainly foreknown, must likewise suppose that when there is not a chain of 
ne causes, there can be no. certainty of any future events; but this is a mistake, for let 
us su that there is in man a power~of beginning motion, and of acting with what has, of 
iate, been called philosophical freedom; and let us suppose further, that the actions of such a 
man cannot possibly be foreknown; will there not yet be in the nature of things, notwith- 
standing this supposition, the same certainty of event in every one of the man’s actions, as if 
they were ever so fatal and necessary? For instance, suppose the man, by an internal principle of 
motion, and an absolute freedom of mind, to do some particular action to-day, and suppose 1t 
was not possible that this action should have been foreseen yesterday, was there not, neverthe- 
less, the same certainty of event, as if it had been foreseen, and absolutely necessary? That 
is, would it not have been as certain a truth yesterday, and from eternity, that this action was 


(7) Certainty, is, properly speaking, no quality of an action at all, unless it be taken in the sense of a fired 
and necessitated action; in lis omen it means the certainty which the mind that foresees has, that 
an action will be done, and the certainty is therefore in the mind and not in the action. 
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an event to be performed to-day, notwithstanding the supposed freedom, as it.is now a certain 
and infallible truth’ that it is performed? Mere certainty of event, therefore, does not, in any 
measure, imply necessity. And surely it implies no contradiction to suppose, that every future _ 
event which, in the nature of things, is now certain, may now be certainly known by that 
intelligence which is omniscient. ‘The manner how God can foreknow future events, without 
a chain of necessary causes, it is indeed impossible for us to explain, yet some sort of general 
notion of it we may conceive. For, as a man who has no influence over another person’s 
actions, can yet. often perceive beforehand what that other wilh do; and°a wiser and more 
experienced man, with still greater probability will foresee what another, with whose disposi- 
tion he is perfectly acquainted, will in certain circumstances do; and an angel, with still less 
degree of error, may have a further prospect into men’s future actions: so it is very reasonable 
to conceive, that God, without influencing men’s wills by his power, or subjecting them to a 
chain of necessary causes, cannot but have a knowledge of future free events, as much more 
certain than men or angels can possibly have, as the perfection of his nature is greater than 
that of theirs. The distinet manner how he foresees these things, we cannot, indeed, explain ; 
but neither can we explain the manner of numberless other things, of the reality of which, 
however, no man entertains a doubt.” ; 
_ Dr. Copleston judiciously remarks :— ; : sa 

“The course indeed of the material world seems to proceed upon such fixed «and -uniform 
laws; that short experience joined to close attention is sufficient to enable a man, for all useful 
‘purposes, to anticipate the general result of causes now in action. In the moral world much 
greater uncertainty exists. Every one feels, that what depends upon the conduct of his 
fellow creatures is less certain, than what is to be brought about by the agency ofthe laws of 
matter: and yet even-here, since man is a being of a certain composition, having such and 
such faculties, inclinations, affections, desires, and appetites, it is very possible for those who 
study his nature attentively, especially for those who have practical experience of any indivi- 
dual or of any comniunity of men, to foretel how they will be affected, and how they will aet 
under any supposed circumstances. ‘The same power (in an unlimited degree as before) \it is 
natural and reasonable to ascribe to that Bemg; who excels the wisest of us infinitely more 
than the wisest of us excels his fellow. creatures. 

“Tt never enters the mind-of a person who reflects m this way, that his anticipation of 
another’s conduct lays any restraint upon that man’s conduct when he comes to act. The 
anticipation indeed is relative to himself, not to the other. If it affected him in the remotest 
degree, his conduct would vary in proportion to the strength of the conviction in the mind of 
the thinker that he will so act. But no man really believes in this magical sympathy. Noman 
supposes the certainty of the event (to use a common but, as I concéive, an improper term,) to 
correspond at all with the certainty of him who foretels or expects it. In fact, every day’s 
experience shows, that men are deceived in the event, even when they regarded themselves 
as most certain, and when they would readily have used the strongest phrases to denote that 
certainty, not from any intention to deceive, but from an honest persuasion that such an event 
must happen. How is it then? God can never be deceived—his knowledge therefore is always 
accompanied or followed by the event—and yet if we get an idea of what his knowledge is, by 
our own, why should we regard it as dragging the event along with it, when in our own case 
we acknowledge the two things to have no-connection ? 

“But here the advocate for necessity interposes, and says, True, your knowledge does not 
affect: the event, over which you have no power: but God; who is all powerful, who made 
all things as they are, and who knows all that will geome to pass, must be regarded as render- 
ing that necessary which he foreknows—just as even you may be considered accessary to the 
event which you anticipate, exactly in proportion to the share you have had in preparing the 
instruments or forming the minds of those who are’ to bring it about. 

“To this I answer, that the connection between knowledge and the event is not at all estab- 
lished by this argument. It isnot because I knew what would follow, but because I contributed 
toward it, that it is influenced by me. You may if you please contend, that because God 
made every thing, therefore all things that happen are done by him. This is taking another 
ground, for the doctrine of necessity, which will be considered presently, All Imaintain now 
is, that the notion of God’s foreknowledge ought not to interfere i the ‘slightest degree with 
our belief in the contingency of events, and the freedom of human actions. The confusion has, 
I conceive, arisen chiefly ‘from the ambiguity of the word certainty; used as it is even b 
learned. writers, both in its relation to the mind which thinks, and to the object about-which 1% 
ds thinking.” (8) ; : : 

To the above I add a passage from a divine of much older date, who has stated the argu- 
ment with admirable clearness: ; . 

In answer to the common argument, “As a thing is, such is the knowledge of it: future 
contingencies are uncertain, therefore they cannot be known as certain,” he observes, “It is 
wonderful, that acute minds should not have detected the-fallacy of this paralogism, | For the 
major, which is vaunted as an axiom of undoubted truth, is most false unless it be properly 
explained. For if a thing is evil, shall the knowledge of it be evil ? Then neither God nor 


(8) Inquiry into Necessity, &. 
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angels could know the sins of men, without sinning themselves? Again, should a thing be 
necessary, will the knowledge of it, on that account, be also necessary ? But many things are 
necessary in the nature of things, which either are unknown to us, or only known doubtfully. 
Maay persons doubt even the existence of God, which in the highest sense is necessary, so far 
are they from having a necessary knowledge of him. That proposition, therefore, is only true 
in this sense, that. our knowledge must agree with the things which are known, and that we 
know them as they are in reality, and not otherwise. Thus I ought to think, that the paper 
ou which I write is white and the ink black ; for if I fancy the ink white and the paper black, 
this is not knowledge but ignorance, ‘or rather deception. In like manner true knowledge 
ought to regard things necessary as necessary, and things contingent as contingent : but it requires 
not that necessary things should be known necessarily, and contingent things, contingently ; 
for the contrary often happens. ‘ j 

“But the minor ofthe above syllogism is ambiguous and improper. ‘The things about 
which our minds are exercised, are in’ themselves neither certain nor uncertain. They are 
called so only in respect of him who knows them; but they themselves are necessary or con- 
tingent. But if you understand by a certain thing, a necessary one, ‘and by an uncertain thing, 
that which is contingent, as many by an abuse of terms do, then’ your minor will appear to be 
identical and nugatory, for it will stand; ‘Future contingencies afte contingent,’ from which 
no-conclusion can be drawn. It is to be coricluded, that certitude and incertitude are not 
affections of the things which are or may be known, but of the intellect of him who-has know- 
ledge of them, and who forms different judgments respecting them, For one and the same 
thing, without any change in itself, may be certain and uncertain at the same time: certain 
indeed to him who knows it certainly, but to him who knows it not, uncertain. For example, 
the same future eclipse of the sun shall be certain to a skilful astronomer who has calculated 
it, uncertain to him who is ignorant of the laws of the heavenly bodies. But that cannot be 
said concerning the necessity and contingency of things. They remain such as they are in 
their own nature, whether we know them or not; for an eclipse, which from the laws of nature 
must necessarily-take place, is not made contingent by myignorance and uncertainty whether 
it will or will not happen. For this reason they are mistaken who say, that things determined 
by the decree of God, are necessary in respect of God; but that to us, who know not his 
decrees, they are contingent ; for our ignorance cannot make that which is future and necessary, 
because God hath decreed it, change its nature, and become contingent. It is no.contradic- 
tion indeed to say, that one and the same thing may be at once necessary and yet uncertain, 
but that it should be necessary and contingent is a manifest contradiction. To God, therefore, 
whose knowledge is infinite, future contingencies are indeed certain, but to angels and men 
uncertain ; nor are they made necessary because God knows them certainly. The knowledge 

-of God influences nothing extrinsically, nor changes the nature of things in any wise. He 
knows future necessary things as necessary, but contingencies as contingencies ; otherwise he 
swould not know them truly, but be deceived, which cannot happen to God.” (9) : 

’ The rudiments of the third theory which this controversy has called forth, may be found in 
many theological writers, ancient and modern; but it is stated at large in the writings of 
Archbishop King, and requires some notice, because the views of that writer have of late been 
again made a subject of controversy. They amount, in brief, to this, that the foreknowledge 
of God must be supposed to differ so much from any thing of the kind we perceive in ourselves, 
and from any ideas which we can possibly form of that property of the Divine Nature, that 
no argument respecting it can be grounded upon our imperfect notions; and that all contro- 
versy on subjects connected with it is idle and fruitless. 

In establishing this view, Archbishop King, in his Sermon on Divine Predestination and 
Foreknowledge, has the following observations: ‘ 

- “Tt is in effect agreed on all hands, that the nature of Gop is incomprehensible by human 
understanding; and not only his nature, but likewise his powers and faculties, and the ways 
and methods in which he exercises them, are so far beyond our reach, that we are utterly 
ineapable of framing exact and adequate notions of them. ‘ 

“ We ought to remember, that the descriptions which we frame to ourselves of God, or of 
the Divine Attributes, are not taken from any direct or immediate perceptions that we have 
of him or them; but from some observations we have made of his works, and from the consi- 
deration of those qualifications, that we conceive would enable us to perform the like. 

“Tt doth truly follow from hence, that God must either have these, or other faculties equiva- 
lent to them, and adequate to these mighty effécts which proceed from them. And because 
we do not know what his faculties are in themselves,-we give them the names of those powers, 
that we find would’be necessary to us in order to produce such effects, and call them wisdom, 
understanding, and foreknowledge: ,yet at the same time we cannot but be sensible, that they 
are of a nature altogether different from ours, and that we have no direct ‘and proper notion or con- 
ception of them. Only we are sure, that they have effects like unto those that proceed from 
wisdom, understanding, and foreknowledge in us; and that when our works fail to resemble 
them in any particular, it is by reason of some defect in these qualifications. 


(9) Cureelleus, De Jure Dei, 1645: 
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“Thus our reason teaches us to ascribe these attributes to God, by way-of analogy to such 
qualities as we find most valuable in ourselves. epee) tah" 

“If we look into the*Holy Scriptures, and consider the representations given us there of — 
God or his attributes, we shall find them plainly borrowed from some resemblance to things, 
with which we are acquainted by our senses. ‘Thus when the Holy Scriptures speak of God, 
they ascribe hands, and eyes, and feet to him: not that we should believe, he has any of these 
members, according to the literal signification; but the meaning is, that he has a power to 
execute all those acts, to the effecting of which these.parts in us are instrumental: that is, he 
can converse with men, as well as if he had a tongue and mouth; he can discern. all that we 
do or say, as perfectly as if he had eyes and ears; he can reach us as well as if he had hands 
and feet; he has as true and substantial a being, as if he had a body; and. he is. as truly 
present every where, as if that body were infinitely extended. 4 , ‘ 

“After the same“manner, we find him represented as affected with such passions as we 
perceive to be in ourselves, namely, as angry.and pleased, as loving and hating, as repenting 
and changing his resolutions, as full of mercy and provoked to revenge. . And yet on reflection 
we cannot think, that any of these passions literally affect the Divine Nature. ' 

“ And as the passions of men are thus by analogy ascribed to God, because these would. in 
us be the principles of such outward actions, as we see he has performed; so by the same 
condescension to the weakness of our capacities, we find the powers and operations of our 
minds ascribed to him. ; berwen pai! A , ‘ 

“The use of foreknowledge with us, is to prevent any surprise when events happen, and 
that. we may not be at a loss:what to do by things coming upon us unawares. Now masmuch 
as we are certain that nothing. can surprise God, and that he can never be at a loss what to 
do; we conclude that God has a faculty to which our foreknowledge bears some analogy, 
therefore we call it by that name. ‘ ; 

“But it does not follow from hence, that any of these are literally in God, after the manner 
they are in us, any more than hands or eyes, than love or hatred are; on the contrary, we 
must. acknowledge, that those things, which we call by these names, when attributed to God, 
are of so very different a nature from what they are in us, and so superior to all that we can 
conceive, that in reality. there is no more likeness between them, than belween our hand and 
God’s power. Nor can we draw consequences from thé real nature of one to that of the other, 
with more justness of reason, than we can conclude, because our hand consists of fingers and 
joints, therefore the power of God is distinguished by such parts. 

“So that to. argue, ‘because foreknowledge, as it is in us, if supposed infallible, cannot 
consist with the contingency of events, therefore what. we call so inGod cannot,’ is as far 
from reason, as it would be to conclude, because our eyes cannot see in the dark, therefore, 
when God is said to see all things, his eyes must be enlightened with.a perpetual sunshine ; 
or because we cannot love or hate without passion, therefore, when the Scriptures ascribe 
these to God, they teach us, that he is liable to these affections as.we are, ‘ 

““We ought, therefore, to interpret all these things, when attributed to Ged, only by way 
of condescension to our capacities, inorder to help.us to conceive what we are to expect from 
him, and what duty we are to pay him. Particularly, the terms of foreknowledge, predesti- 
nation, nay, of understanding and will, when ascribed to him, are not to be taken strictly or 
properly, nor are we to think that they are in him in the same sense that we find them in 
ourselves ; on the contrary, we are to interpret them only by way of analogy and comparison.” 

These views have recently been advocated by Dr. Copleston, in his “Inquiry into the 
Doctrines of Necessity and -Predestination ;” but, to this theory, the first. objection is, that, like 
the former, it does not, in the least, relieve the difficulty, for the entire subduing of which it 
was adopted. 

For though foreknowledge in God should be admitted to be something of a “very different 
nature” to the same quality in man, yet as it is represented as something equivalent to 
foreknowledge, whatever that something may be; as, in consequence of it, prophecies have 
actually been utterediand fulfilled, and of such_a kind, too, as relate to actions for which men 
have in fact been‘held accountable; all the original difficulty ofreconciling contingent events 
to this something, of which human foreknowledge is a “kind of shadow,” as ‘a map of China 
is to China itself,” remains in full force, The difficulty is shifted, but not removed ; it cannot 
even be with more facility slided past; and either the Christian world must be content to 
forego all inquiries into these subjects,—a consummation not to be expected, however it may 
be wished,—or the contest must be resumed on another field; with no advantage from better 

_ ground. or from broader daylight. . 
_ A further objection to these notions is, that they are dangerous, 


For ifit be true, that the faculties we ascribe to God are “ of a nature altogether different 


from our own, and that we have no direct and proper notion or conception of them,” then, i point 
of fact, we have no proper revelation at all of the nature of God, and of his attributes, in the 
Scriptures; and what we esteem to be suck, is a revelation of terms, to which we can attach 
no “proper notion.” If this conclusion be well ‘founded, then it is so monstrous, that the 
premises on which it hangs must be unsound and anti-seriptural. This alone is a sufficient 
general refutation of the hypothesis: but a more particular examination will show, that it 
rests upon false assumptions ; and that it introduces gratuitous difficulties, not called for by 


SECOND.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. 197 


the supposed difficulty of reconciling the foreknowledge of God with the freedom of human 

actions. 5 rH ist (EDs) Me Pubicas 5 

1. It is assumed, that the descriptions which we frame to ourselves of God, are taken from 
the observations we have-made on his works, and from the consciousness of those qualifications, 
which, we conceive, would enable us to perform the like. This might be, in part, true of 
Heathens left without the light of revelation; but it is not true of those who enjoy that advan- 
tage. Our knowledge of God comes from the Scriptures, which are taught to us in our infancy, 
and with which, either by reading or hearing, we become familiar as we grow up. The 
notions we have of God, so far a8 they agree with the Scriptures, are, therefore, not those 
which we. have framed by the process assumed by the Archbishop, but those which have been 
declared to us in the Scriptures by-God himself, as descriptions of his-own nature. This makes 
a great difference. Our own modes of forming conceptions of the Divine Nature would have 
no authority higher than ourselves; the annowncements of Scripture are the word of God, 
communicating by human language the truth and reality of things, as to himself.” This is the 
constant profession of the sacred writers; they tell us, not what there is in man which may 
support an analogy between man and God, but what God is in himself. ~ ; 

' 2. It is assumed, that because the nature of God is “incomprehensible,” we have no “proper 
notion or conception of it.” The term “proper notion” is vague. It may mean “an exact 
and adequate notion,” which it may be granted without hesitation that we have not; or it may 
mean a notion correct and true in itself, though not complete and comprehensive. A great part 
of the fallacy lies here. To be incomprehensible, is not, in every case, and assuredly not in 
this, to be unintelligible. We may know God, though we cannot fully know him; and our 
notions may be true, though not adequate; and they must. be true, if we have tightly under- 
stood God’s revelation of himself.. Of being, for instance, we can form a true notion, because 
‘we are conscious of our own existence ; and though we cannot extend the conception to absolute 
being or self-existence, because our being is a dependent one, we can yet supply the defect, 
as we are taught by the Scriptures, by the negative notion of independence. Of spirit we have 
a true notion, and understand, therefore, what is meant, when-it is said, that “God is a spirit ;” 
and though we can have but an imperfect conception of an infinite spirit, we can supply that 
want also, to ail practical purposes, by the negative process of removing all imperfection, or 
limit of excellence, from our views of the Divine Nature. _We have a true nétion of the presence 
of one being with other beings, and with place; and though we cannot comprehend the mode 
in which God is omnipresent, we are able to conceive: without difficulty the fact, that the Divine 

resence fills all things. We have true notions of power and knowledge ; and can suppose them 
infinite, though how they should be so, we know not. And as to the moral attributes, such as 
truth, justice, and. goodness, we have not only true, but comprehensive, and, for any thing that 
appears to the contrary, adequate notions of them; for, our difficulties as to these attributes do 
not arise from any incapacity to conceive of what is perfect truth, perfect justice, and perfect 
goodness, but from our inability to show how many things, which occur in the Divine govern- 
ment, are to be reconciled to these attributes ;—and that, not because our notions of the attri- 
putes themselves are obscure, but because the ‘things, out of which such questions arise, are 
either in themselves, or in their relations, but partially understood or greatly mistaken. Job 
and his friends did not differ in abstract views of the justice of the moral government of God, 
but in reconciling Job’s afflictions with it. P , 

3. It is assumed that the nature of God is essentially different from the spiritual nature of 
man. ‘This isnot the doctrine of Scripture. When it says, that “God is a spirit ;? we have 
noreason to conclude, that.a distant analogy, such a one as springs out of mere relation, which, 
in a poetic imagination, might be sufficient to support a figure of speech, is alone intended. 
The very argument connected with these words, in the discourse of our Lord with the woman 
of Samaria, forbids.this. It is a declaration of the nature of God, and of the worship suited to 
his nature; and the word employed is that by which both Jews and Samaritans had been 
taught by the same inspired records, which they each possessed, to designate and conceive of 
the intellectual nature of man. The tiature of God, and the nature of man, are not the same ; 
but they are similar, because they bear many attributes in common, though on the part of the 
Divine Nature in a degree of perfection infinitely exceeding. Thevdifference of degree, how- 
ever, cannot prove a difference of essence,—no, nor the circumstance that one has attributes 
which the other has not,—in any sense of the word difference which could be of service to the 
advocates of this hypothesis. But if a total difference is-proved as to the intellectual attributes 
of God and men, that difference must be extended to the moral attributes also; and so the very 
foundation of morals and religion would be undermined. This point was successfully pressed 
by Edwards against Archbishop King,.and it is met very feebly by Dr.Copleston. “Edwards,” 
he observes, ‘raises a clamour about the moral attributes, as if their nature also must be held. 
to be different in kind from human virtues, if the knowledge of God be admitted to be different ~ 
in kind from ours.” Certainly this'follows from the principles laid down by Archbishop King ; 
and if his followers take his conclusions as to the intellectual attributes, they must take them 
as to the moral attributes also. If the faculties of God be “of a nature altogether different 
from ours,” we have no more reason to except from this rule the truth ard the justice, than the 
wisdom and the prescience of God; and the reasoning of Archbishop King is as conclusive in 
the one case as in the other. ; 
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. The fallacy of the above assumptions is sufficient to destroy the hypothesis which has been 
built upon them; and the argument from Scripture may be shown to be as unfounded.’ It is, 
as the above extract will show, in brief this, that as the Scriptures ascribe, by analogy, hands, 
and eyes, and feet to God, and also the passions of love, hatred, anger, &c, “because ‘these 

rould be in us the. principles of such outward actions as we see he has performed ; ‘so, by the 
same condescension -to the weakness of our capacities, we find the powers and operations of 
our minds ascribed to him.’ — But will the advocates of this opinion look steadily to its legiti- 
mate consequences? We believe not; and those consequences must, therefore, be its total 
wiieation. For if both our intellectual and moral. affections are made use of but as distant 
analogies, and-obscure intimations, to convey to us an imperfect knowledge of the intellectual 
powers and affections of the Divine Nature, in the same manner as human hands, and human 
eyes, are made to represent-his power and his knowledge,—it follows, that there is nothing 
in the Divine Nature which answers more truly and exactly to knowledge, justice, truth, mercy, 
and other qualities in man, than the knowledge of God answers to human organs of vision, or 
his power to the hands or the feet; and from this it would follow, that nothing is said in the 
Seriptures of the Divine Being, but what is, in the highest sense, figurative, and purely meta- 

horical. We are nomore like God in our minds than in out bodies, and it might as truly have 

een said with respect to man’s bodily shape, as to his mental faculties, that man was made 
‘in the.image of God.” (1). : ‘ 4 : : 

It is also to be observed, that. when the Scriptures speak of the knowledge, power, and 
other attributes of God, in figurative language, taken from the eyes or hands of the body, it 
is sufficiently obvious that this language is mataphorical, not onfy from the reason of things 
itself, but because the same ideas are also quite as often expressed without-figure; and the 
metaphor-therefore never misleads us. We have sufficient proof also that it never did mislead 
the Jews, even in the worst periods of their history, and when their tendency to idolatry and 

ross superstition was most powerful. They made images in human shape of other gods; 
Ext never of Jrnovan: the Jews were never Anthropomorphites, whatever they might be 
beside. But it is equally certain, that they did give a liéeral interpretation to those passages 
in their Scriptures which speak of the knowledge, justice, mercy, &c, of God; as the same in 
kind, though infinitely higher in their degree of excellence, with the same qualities in men, 
The reason.is obvious: they could not interpret those passages of their Holy Writings which 
speak of the hands, the eyes, and the feet-of God literally; because every part of the same 
sacred revelation was full of representations of the Divine Nature, which declared his absolate 
spirituality: and they: could not interpret those passages figuratively which speak of the 
‘ntellectual and moral qualities of God in terms that express the same qualities in men ;- because 
their whole revelation did not furnish them with any hint, even the most distant, that there: 
was a more literal or exact sense in which they could be taken. It was not possible for any 
man to take literally that sublimely figurative representation of the upholding and ruling 
power of God, where he is said to “hold the waters of the ocean in the hollow of his hand,” 
unless he could also conclude.that where-he is said to “weigh the hills'in seales, and the 
mountains in a balance,” he was to understand this literally also. The idea suggested is that 
of sustaining, regulating, and adjusting power; but if he were told, that he ought to take the 
idea of power in as figurative a sense as that of the waters being held in the hollow of the 
hand of God, and his weighing the mountains in scales, he would find it impossible to form 
any idea of the thing signified at all. The first step.in the attempt would plunge him into 
total darkness. “The figurative hand assists him to form the idea of managing and controlling 
power, but the figurative power suggests nothing ;-angl so this scheme blots out entirely alt 


(1) “Though his grace rightly lays down analogy for the foundation of his discourse, yet, for want of 
having thoroughly weighed and digested it, and by wording himself incautiously, he seems entirely to destroy 
the nature of it; insomuch that while he rejects the strict propriety of our conceptions and words, on the one 
hand, he appeats to his antagonists to run into an extreme even below metaphor, on the other. 3 

“His greatest mistake is, that through his discourse he supposes the members and actions of a human 
body, which we attribute to God ina pure metaphor, to be equally upon the same foot of analogy with the 
passions of a human soul, which are attributed:to him in a lower and more imperfect degree of analogy ; 
and even with the operations and perfections of the pure mind or intellect, which are attributed to him in a 
yet higher and more complete degree. In pursuance of this oversight, he expressly asserts love and anger, 
wisdom and goodness, knowledge and foreknowledge, and all the other Divine attributes, to be spoken of God, 
as improperly as eyes or ears ; that there is no more likeness between these things in the Divine Nature and 
in ours, than there is between our hand and God’s power, and that they are not fo be taken in the same 
sensé, - ae : 

“Agreeably to this incautiows and indistinct manner of treating ‘a subject curious and difficult, he hath 
unwarily dropped some such shocking expressions as these, the best representations we can make of God 
are infinitely short of truth. Which God forbid, in the sense his adversaries take it; for then all our 
reasonings concerning him would be groundless and false. But the saying is evidently true in a favourable 
and qualified sense and meaning; namely, that they are infinitely short of the real, true, internal nature of 
God as he is in himself. _ Again, that they are emblems indeed and parabolical figures of the. Divine 
altributes, which they are designed to signify ; as if they were signs or figures of our own, altogether 
precarious and arbitrary, and without.any real and true foundation of analogy between them in the nature 
of either God or man: and accordingly he unhappily describes the knowledge we have of God and his 
attributes, by the notion we form of a strange country by a map, which is only paper and ink, strokes end 
tines.” —Bishop Brown’s Procedure of Human Understanding. 
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revelation of God of any kind, by-resolving the whole into figures, which represent nothing 
" z mater ae : al 


of which we can form any conception. ak a sa ; i 

The argument of ArcusisHor Kine, from the passions which are ascribed to God in Scrip- 
ture, is not more conclusive. ‘After the same manner we find him represented as affected 
with such passions as we perceive to be in ourselves, as. angry and pleased, as loving” and 
hating,.as repenting and changing his resolutions, as full of mercy, and provoked to revenge ; 
and yet, on reflection, we cannot think that any of these passions literally affect, the Divine 
Nature” But why not? As they are represented in Scripture to be affections of the Divine 
Nature, and not in the gress manner in which they are expressed in this extract, there seems 
nothing improper in taking them literally ;-and no necessity is: made out to compel us to under- 
stand them to signify somewhat for which we have not a name, and of which we can form no 
idea. The Scriptures nowhere warrantius to consider God as a cold metaphysical abstraction ; 
and they nowhere indicate to us that when they ascribe affections to him, they are to be taken 
as mere figures of-speech.. On the contrary, they teach us to consider them as answering 
substantially, though not circumstantially to-the innocent affections of men and angels. "Why 
may not anger be “literally” ascribed to God, not indeed as it.may be caricatured to suit a 
theory, but as we find it ascribed in the Scriptures? It is not malignant anger, nor blind, 
stormy, and disturbing anger, which is spoken of; nor is this always, nor need it be at any 
time, the anger of creatures. There is an anger which is without sin in man,—“a perception 
of evil, and opposition to it, and also an emotion of mind, a sensation, or passion, suitable 
thereto.” (2) ‘There was this in our Lord, who was without sin; nor is it represented by the 
Evangelists, who give us the instances, as ppesao infirmity of the nature He assumed. In 
God, it may be allowed-to exist in a different manrier to that in which it is found even in men 
who are “angry and sin not ;” it is accompanied with no weakness, it is allied to no imper- 
fection ; but that it does exist as truly in him as in man, isthe doctrine of Scripture; and there 
is no perfection ascribed-to God,-to which it can be proved contrary, or with which we cannot 
conceive it to co-exist. (3) Not only anger, we are told, is ascribed to God, but “the being 
pleased.” Let the term used be conyplacency, instead of one which seems to have been selected 
to convey: a notion of a lower and less worthy kind; and there is no incongruity in-the idea. 
iz is the blessed or happy God, and therefore capable of pleasure. He looked upon his works, 
and saw that they were “good,” *‘ very good,”—words which suggest the idea of his compla- 
cency upon their completion ; and this, when separated from all connection with human in- 
firmity, appears to be a perfection, and not a defect. To be incapable of complacency and 
delight, is the character of the Supreme Being of Errcurvus and of the modern Hindogs, of whose 
internal state, so to speak, deep sleep, and the surface of an unruffled lake, are favourite figura- 
tive representations. But of this refinement we have nothing in the Bible, nor is it in the least 
necessary to our idea of infinite perfection. And'why should not love exist in God, in more 
than a figurative sense? For this affection to be accompanied with perturbation, anxiety, and 
weak or irrational partiality, is a mere accident. So we often see it in human beings; but 
though this affection, without any concurrent infirmity, be ascribed to God, it surely does not 
follow that it. exists in him, as something in nature “wholly different” from love in wise and 
holy creatures, in angels:and in saints. Not only the beauty, the force, and the encouragement 
of a thousand passages of Scripture would be lost,-upon this hypothesis; but their meaning 
also., Love in God is something, we are told, which is so called, because it produces similar 
effects to those which are produced by love in man; but what this something is, we are not 
informed; and the revelation of Scripture as to God, is thus reduced to a revelation of his acts 
only, but not, in the least, of the principles from which they flow. (4) 
(2) Wesley. © eee ; 
8 Melancthon says: “ The Lord was very angry with Aaron to have destroyed him ; and I [Moses] 
prayed for Aaron also at the same time. (Deut. ix,’20.) Let us not elude the exceedingly lamentable 
expressions which the Holy Ghost employs when he says, God was very angry; and let us not feign to 
ourselves a God of stone, or a Stoical Deity. For though God is angry in a different manner from men, 
yet let us conclude that God was really angry with Aaron, and that Aaron was not then in [a state of] grace, 
but obnoxious to everlasting punishment. Dreadful was the fall of Aaron, who had through fear yielded to 
the madness of the people when they instituted the Egyptian worship. Being warned by this example, let 
us not confirm ourselves in security, but acknowledge that it is possible for elect and’ renewed persons 
horribly to fall,” &c,—Loci Precipui Theologi, 1543. ° x 

(4) “It would destroy the confidence of prayer, and the ardour of devotion, if we could regard the Deity 
as subsisting by himself, and as having no sympathies, but mere abstract relations to the whole family in 
heaven and earth; and I look upon it as one of the most rational and philosophical confutations of your 
system, that it is fitted neither for the theory nor the practice of our religion; and that, if we could adopt it, 


‘we must henceforth exchange the language of Scripture for the anthems of Epicurus : 


“Omnis enim per se Divtim natura necesse est, 

Immortali evo summa cum pace fruatur, 

Semota ab nostris rebus, sejunctaque longe ; 

Nam privata dolore omni, privata periculis, 

Ipsa suis pollens opibus, nihil indiga nostri, 

Nee bene promeritis capitur, nec tangitur ira. 1 hes 

“Tt is in direct-opposition to all such vain and skeptical speculations, that Christianity always repre: 

sents and speaks of the Deity as participating, so far as infinity and perfection may- participate, in those 
feelings and affections which belong to our rational natures,”-—Grinfield’s Vindicie Analogice. 
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The same observations may be applied to “mercy and revenge,” by the latter.of which the 
Archbishop can mean nothing more than judicial vengeance, or retribution, though an equivocal 
term has been adopted? ad captandum, “Repenting, and changing his resolutions,” are im- 
properly placed among the affections ; but, freed from ideas of human infirmity, they may be, 
without the least dishonour to the fulness of the Divine perfections, ascribed to God in as literal 
a ‘sense as we find thent stated in the Scriptures. ‘They there clearly signify no more than the 
change which takes place in the affections of God, his anger or. his love, as men turn from the 
practice of righteousness, or repent and turn back again to him; and the consequent changes 
im his. dispensations toward them as their Governor and Lord. This is the Scriptural doctrine, 
and there is nothing in it which is not. most worthy of God, though literally interpreted ; 
nothing which is not consistent with his absolute immutability. He is unchangeably the 
lover and the rewarder of righteousness, unchangeably the hater and the judge. of iniquity ; 
and as his creatures are righteous or wicked, or are changed from the one state to the other, 
they become’ the objects of the different regards, and of the different. administrations, of the 
same righteous and gracious Sovereign, who, by these very changes, shows that he is without 
variableness, or shadow of turning. ; Toon! 2 
_ If then there is no reason for not attributing even certain affections of the human mind to 
God, when connected with absolute perfection and excellence, in their nature and in their 
exercise, no reason certainly can ‘be given for not considering his-intellectual attributes, repre- 
sented, as to their nature though not as to their degree, by terms taken from the faculties of 
the human mind, as corresponding with our own.- But the matter is placed beyond all doubt 
by the appeal which is so often made in the Bible to these properties in man, not as illustra~ 
tions only of something distantly and indistinctly analogous to properties im the Divine Nature, 
but as representations of the nature and reality of these qualities in the Supreme Being, and 


which are, therefore, made the grounds of argument, the basis of duty, and the sources of consolation. 


With respect to the nature of God, it is sufficient to refer to the passage before mentioned, 
—“Gop is a-Sprrir }—where the argument is, that he requires not a ceremonial but a spiritual 
worship, the worship of man’s spirit; because he himself is a Spmir. How this argument 
could be brought out on Archbishop Kine’s. and: Dr. CorLeston’s theory, it is difficult to state: 
It would be something of this kind :—Gop is a Spirir; that is, he is called a Spirir, because 
his nature is analogous to the spiritual nature of man: but this analogy implies ‘no similarity 
of nature: it is a mere analogy of‘relation; and ‘therefore, though we have no direct and 
proper notion of the nature of God, yet, because he is called.a Spirit, “they that worship him 
must worship him in spirit and in truth.” This is indeed far from being an intelligible, and it 
is still less a practical, argument, nee - 

With respcet to his intellectual attributes, it is areued in Scripture, “He that teacheth man 
knowledge, shall not he know?” Here the. knowledge of God is supposed to be of the same 
nature as the knowledge-of man. This-is the sole foundation of the argument; which would 
have appeared indescribably obscure, if, according to Archbishop King’s hypothesis, it had 
stood,—‘‘ He that teacheth man knowledge, shall he not have somewhat in his nature, which, 
because it gives rise to actions similar to those which proceed from knowledge, we may call 
knowledge, but of which we have no direct or proper notion ?” 

With respect to his moral attributes, we find the same appeals.—‘ Shall not the Judge of 
the whole earth do right?” Here the abstract term right is undoubtedly used in the sense 
commonly received among men, and is supposed to be comprehensible by them.—‘ The 
righteous Lorp loveth righteousness.” The righteousness in man which he loveth, is, clearly, 
correspondent in its kind to that which constitutes him eminently “the righteous Lord.”— 
Still more forcibly, the house of Israel is called upon “ to judge between him and his vineyard ;” 
he condescends.to try his own justice by the notions of justice which prevail among men; in 
which there could be no meaning, if this moral quality were not in God and in-man of the 
same kind.—“ Hear now, O house of Israel, is not my way equal?” But what force would 
there be in this challenge, designed.to silence the murmurs of a people under correction, as 
though they had not been justly dealt with, if justice among men had no more resemblance to 
justice in God than a hand to power, or an eye to knowledge, or “a map of China to China 
itself?” The appeal is to a standard common to both, and by which one might be as explicitly 
determined as the other. (5) Finally, the ground of all praise and adoration of God for works — 


4 


(5) How can we.confess God to be just, if we understand it not? But how can we’understand him so, but 
by the measures of justice? and how shall we know that, if there be two justices, one that we know, and one 
that we know not, one contrar'y to another? If they be contrary, they are not justice ; for justice can be no 
more opposed to justice, than truth to truth: if they be not contrary, then that which we understand to-be 
just in us, is just in God; and that which is just once, is just for ever-in the same case and circumstances : 
and, indeed, how is it that we are in all things of excellency and virtue to be like God; and to be meek like 
Christ ; to be humble as he is humble, and to be pure like God, to be just after his example, to be merciful as 
our heavenly Father is merciful? If there is but one mercy, and one justice, and one meekness, then the 
measure of these, and the reason, is eternally the same/. If there be two, either they are not essential to 
God, or else not imitable by us: and then how can we glorify God, and speak honour of his name, and exalt 
his justice, and magnify his truth, and sincerity, and simplicity, if truth and simplicity, and justice, and 
mercy in him is not that thing which we understand, and which we are to’ imitate?” &c.—Bishop Taylor’s 
“ Ductor Dubitantiwm.?- 
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of mercy and judgment,—of all trust in God, on account of his faithfulness and truth,—and of 
all imitation of God in his mercy and compassion,—is laid in every part of the word of God, 
not surely im this, that there are unknown and unapprehended qualities of some kind in God, 
which lead: him to perform actions similar to those which flow from justice, truth, and mercy 
in men; ‘but in the consideration that he is justice itself, truth itself, and goodness itself. The 
hypothesis is therefore contradicted by the Scripture; and though it has been assumed in favour 
of a great truth,—that the prescience of God does not destroy the liberty of man,—that. truth 
needs not so cumbrous and mischievous an auxiliary. Divine foreknowledge and the freedom 
of human -agency, are compatible, not because foreknowledge in God is a figure’ of speech, or 
something different in kind to foreknowledge in man; but because knowledge, simply consider- 
ed, whether present, past, or future, can have no influence upon action at all, and cannot: 
therefore change a’contingent action into a necessary one. ‘ : 
For, after all, where does the great theological difficulty lie, for the evasion of which so 
much is tobe sacrificed? The prescience, counsels, and plans of God, are prescience, counsels 
and plans, which respect free agents, as far as men are concerned; and unless we superadd 
éyfluence to necessitate, or- plans to entice irresistibly and to entrap inevitably, into some given 
course of conduct, there is clearly no incongruity between these and human freedom. There 
is a difficulty in conceiving how foreknowledge should be absolute, as there is a difficulty in 
congeiving how God’s present knowledge should penetrate the heart of man, and know his 
present thoughts: but neither party argues from the incomprehensibility of the mode to the 
impossibility of the thing. The great difficulty doesnot then lie here. It seems to be planted 
precisely in this, that God should prohibit many things, which he nevertheless knows will 
occur, and in the prescience of which he regulates his dispensations to bring out of these cir- 
cumstances various results, which he makes subservient td the displays of his mercy. and his 
justice; and particularly, that in the case of those individuals who, he knows, -will finally 
perish, he exhorts,-warns, invites, and, in # word, takes active,and influential means to prevent 
a foreseen result. This forms the difficulty; because;in the case of man, the prescience of 
failure would, in many cases, paralyze all effort,—whereas, in the government of God, men 
are treated, in our views, with as much intensity of care and effort, as though the issue of things 
was entirely unknown. But if the perplexity arises from this, nothing can be more clear than 
that the question is not, how to reconcile God’s prescience with the freedom.of man; but how 
to reconcile the conduct of God toward man, considered as a free agent, with his own prescience ; 
how to assign a congruity to warnings, exhortations, and other means adopted to prevent 
destruction as to individuals, with the certain foresight of that terrible result. In this, however, 
no moral attribute of God is impugned. On the contrary, mercy requires the application of 
means of deliverance, if man be under a dispensation of grace; and justice requires it, if man 
is to be ‘judged for the use or abuse of mercy. ‘The-difficulty then entirely resolves itself into 
a mere matter of feeling, which, of course,—as we cannot be judges of a nature infinite in 
perfection, though similar to what is excellent in our own, nor of proceedings which, in the 
unlimited range of the government of God, may have connections and bearings beyond all our 
comprehension,—we cannot reduce to a human standard. Is it, then, to adjust a mere matter 
of feeling, that we are to make these outrageous interpretations of the word of God, in what he 
hath spoken of himself? And are we to deny that we have no “ proper or direct notion of God,” 
because we cannot find him out to perfection? This difficulty, which we ought not to dare td 
try by humaz standards, is not one however, we again remark, which arises at all out of the 
relation of the Divine prescience to the liberty of human actions; and it is entirely untouched 
by any part of this controversy. We fall into new difficulties through these speculations, but 
do not eseape the true one. If the freedom of man is denied, the moral attributes of God are 
impugned; and the difficulty, as a matter of feeling, is heightened. Divine prescience cannot 
be denied, because the prophetic Scriptures have determined that already ; and if Archbishop 
King’s interpretation of foreknowledge be resorted to, the something substituted for’prescience, 
and equivalent to it, comes in, to bring us back, in a fallacious circle, to the point from which 
we started. ; : 
It may therefore be certainly concluded, that the Omniscience> of God comprehends his 
certain prescience of all events however contingent; and if any thing more were necessary to 
strengthen the argument above given, it might be drawn from the irrational, and, above all, 
the unseriptural consequences, which would follow from the denial of this doctrine. ‘These are 
forcibly stated by President Edwards: ; : 
“Tt would follow from this notion, (namely, that the Almighty doth not foreknow what will 
be the result of future contingencies,) that as God is liable to be continually repenting what 
he has done; so he must be exposed to be constantly changing his mind and intentions as to 
his future conduct; altering his measures, relinquishing his’ old designs, and forming new 
schemes and projections. For his purposes, even as to the main parts of his scheme, namely, 
such as belong to the state of his moral kingdom, must be always liable to be broken, through 
want of foresight; and he must be continually putting his system to rights, as it gets out of 
order, through the contingenceof the actions of moral agents: he must be a Being, who, instead 
of being absolutely immutable, must necessarily be the subject of infinitely the most numerous 
acts of repentance, and changes of intention, of any being whatsoever; for this plain reason, 
that his vastly extensive charge comprehends an infinitely greater number of those things 
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which are to him contingent and uncertain. In such a situation he must have little else to do, 
but to mend broken link® as well as he can, and be rectifying his disjointed frame and disordered 
movements, in the best manner the case will allow. ‘The Supreme Lord of all things must 
needs be under great and miserable disadvantages, in governing the world which he has made, 
and has the care of, through his being.utterly unable to find out things of chief importance, 
which hereafter shall befall his system; which, if he did but know, he might make season- 
able provision for. In many cases, there may be very great necessity that he should make 
provision, in the manner of his ordering and disposing things, for some great events which are 
to happen; of vast and extensive influence, and-endless consequence to the universe; which 
he may see afterward, when it is too late, and may wish in vain that he had known beforehand, 
that he might have ordered his affairs accordingly. And it is in the power of man, on these 
principles, by his devices, purposes, and actions, thus to-disappoint God, break his measures, 
make him continually to change his mind, subject him to vexation, and bring him into confusion.” 


CHAPTER V. 


? 


Arrrisures of God—Immutability, Wisdom. 


Anoruer of the qualities of the Divine Nature, on which the sacred writers often dwell, is 
his unchangeableness. This is indicated in his august and awful title; I am. All other beings 
are dependent and mutable, and thus stand in striking contrast to him who is independent, and 
therefore capable of no mutation. ‘Of old hast thou laid the foundation of the earth; and the 
heayens are the work of thy hands; they shall perish; but thou shalt endure,—yea, all of 
them shall: wax old like a garmént; as a vesture shalt thou change them, and they shall be 
changed; but thou art the same, and thy years shall have no end.—He is the Father of lights, 
with whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turning.—His eounsel standeth fast, for ever, 
and the thoughts of his heart to all generations.—His mercy endureth for ever.—His righteous- 
ness is like the great mountains, firm and unmovable.—I am. the Lord, I change not.” é 

Of this truth, so important to religion and to morals, there are many confirmations from 
subjects constantly open to observatiqn. ‘The general order of nature, in the revolutions of the 
heavenly bodies; the succession of seasons; the laws of animal and vegetable production; and 
the perpetuation of every species of beings, from which, if there be occasional deviations, they 
prove. the general regularity and stability of this material system, or they would cease to 
attract attention. The ample universe therefore, with its immense aggregate of individual 
beings and classes of being, displays not only the all-comprehending and pervading power of 
God; but, as it remains from age to age subject to the same laws, and fulfilling the same 
purposes, it is a visible image of the existence of a being of steady counsels, free from caprice, 
and liable to no control. ‘The moral government of God gives its evidence also to the same 
truth. The laws under which we are now placed, are the same as those which were prescribed 
to the earliest generations of men. What was vice then, is vice now. and what is virtue now, 
Was then virtue. Miseries of the same kind and degree inflict punishment on the former; 
pence and blessedness, as formerly accompany the latter. God has manifested his will tomen 

y successive revelations, the ~patriarchal, the Mosaic, and the Christian, and those distant 
from each other many ages ;- but the moral principles on which each rests, are precisely the 
same, and the moral ends which each proposes. Their differences are circumstantial, varying 
according to the age of the world, the condition of mankind, and his own plans of infinite 
wisdom; but the identity of their spirit, their influence, and their character, shows their author 
to be an unchangeable being of holiness, truth, justice, and mercy. Vicious men have now 
the same reason to tremble before God, as in former periods, for he is still “of purer eyes than 
to behold iniquity ;” and the penitent and the pious have the same ground of hope, and the 
same sure foundation of trust. ‘These are the cautionary and the cheering moral uses to which 
the sacred writers constantly apply this doctrine. He-is “the Lord, the hope of their fathers ; 


and in all the changes and vicissitudes of life, this is the consolation of his people, that he will’ 


never leave them, nor forsake them. -“‘'Though the mountains depart and the hills be remoyed 
yet my kindness shall not depart from thee, nor shall the covenant-of my peace be removed.” 

It is true, that the stability of the Divine operations, and counsels, as indicated by the laws 
of the material universe,.and the revelations of his will, only show the immutability of Godi 
through those periods within which these operations and dispensations have been in force ; 
but in Seripture they are constantly represented as the results of an immutability which arises 
out of the perfection of the Divine Nature itself, and which is therefore essential to it. . I am 
the Lord, I change not:” he changes not, because he is “the Lord.”—With him there is “no 
variableness, neither shadow of turning ;” because he is “the Father of lights,” the source and 
fulness of all light and perfection whatever. Change in any sense which implies defect and 
infirmity, and therefore mnperfection, is imposssible to absolute perfection ; and immutability is 
therefore essential to his Godhead. In this sense, he is never capable of any kind of change 
whatever, as even a heathen has so strongly expressed it, ovderore, ovdaun, ovdapws addowery, 
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ovdeprav evdeyerats (6) For “if we consider the nature of God, that he is a self-existent and 
independent being, the great Creator and wise Governor:of all things; that he is a spiritual 
and-simple being, void of all parts and all mixture, that. can induce a change; that he is a 
sovereign ‘and uncontrollable bemg, which nothing from without can affect or work an altera- 
tion in; that he is an eternal bemg, which always has, and always will go on in the same 
tenor.of existence; an omniscient being, who, knowing all things, has no reason to act, con- 
trary to his first resolves; and, in all-respects, a most perfect being, that can admit of no 
addition or diminution ; we cannot but believe, that both in his essence, .in his knowledge, and 
in his will and purposes, he must of necessity be unchangeable. To suppose him otherwise, 
is to suppose him an imperfect being: for if he change, it must be either to-a greater perfection 
than he had before, or to a less; if toa greater perfection, then was there plainly a defect in 
him, and a privation-of something better than what he had, or was; then again was he not 
always the best, and consequently not always God: if he change to a lesser perfection, then 
does he fall into a defect again; lose a perfection he was possessed once of, and so ceasing to 
be the besf being, cease at the same time to be God. The sovereign perfection of the Deity 
therefore is an invincible bar against all mutability; for, which way soever we suppose him 
to change, his supreme excellency is nulled or impaired by it: for since in all changes, there 
is something from which, and something to which, the change is made, a loss of what the thing 
had, or an acquisition of what it had not, it must follow, that if God change to the better, he 
was not perfect before, and so not God; if to be worse, he will not be perfect, and so.no longer 
God, after the change. We esteem changeableness in men either an imperfection or a fault : 
their natural changes, as to their persons, are from weakness and vanity ; their moral changes, 
as to their inclinations and purposes, are from ignorance or inconstancy, and therefore this 
quality is no way compatible with the glory and-attributes of God.” (7) t 

in his being and perfections, God is therefore eternally rHz same. He cannot cease to be, 
he cannot be more perfect because his perfection is absolute; he cannot be less so, because he 
is independent of all external power, and has no internal principle of decay. We are not 
however so to interpret the immutability of God, as though his operations admitted no change, 
and even no contrariety; or that his mind was incapable of different regards and affections 
toward the same creatures under different circumstances. He creates and he destroys; he 
wounds and he heals; he works and ceases from his works; he loves ‘and hates; but these, 
as being under the diréction of the same.immutable wisdom, holiness, goodness, and justice, 
are the proofs not of changing but of unchanging principles, as stated in the preceding chapter. 
They are perfections, not imperfections. ‘Variety of operation, the power to commence, and 
cease to act, show the liberty of his nature; the direction of this operation to wise and good 
ends, shows its excellence. Thus in Scripture language “he repents” of threatened, or com- 
menced punishment, and shows mercy; or “is weary of forbearing” with the obstinately 
guilty, and so inflicts vengeance. Thus, “he hates the evil doer,” and “loveth the righteous.” 
That love-too may be lost, “if the righteous turn away from his righteousness ;” and that 
hatred may be averted, “when the wicked man turneth away from his wickedness.” 'There 
is a sense in which this may be called change in God, but it is not the change of imperfection 
and defect. It argues precisely the contrary. If when “the righteous man turneth away from 
his righteousnéss,” God’s love to him were unchangeable, he could not be the unchangeably 
holy Ged, the hater of iniquity ; and “ when the wicked man turneth away from his wicked- 
ness,” and, by the grace of the Holy Spirit, becomes a new creature, if he did not become the 
object of God’s love, God would not be the unchangeable lover of righteousness. By these 
— doctrines, the doctrine‘of the Divine immutability is not therefore contradicted, but 
confirmed. - py 

Various speculations, however, on the Divine immutability occur, in the writings of divines 
and others, which, though often well intended, ought to be received with caution, and some- 
times even rejected as bewildering or pernicious. Such are the notions, that God knows every 
thing by intuition ; that there is no succession of ideas in the Divine mind; that he can receive 
no new idea; that there are no affections in God, for to suppose that would suppose that he is 
capable of emotion; that if there are affections in God, as dove, hatred, &c, they always exist 
in the same degree, or else he would suffer change; for these and other similar speculations, 
recourse may be had to the Schoolmen, and metaphysicians, by those who are, curious in such 
subjects; but the impression of the Divine character, thus represented, will be found very 
different to that conveyed by those inspired writings in which God is not spoken of by men, 
but speaks of himself; and nothing could be more easily shown than that most of these notions 
are either idle, as assuming that we know more of God than is revealed; or such as tend to 
represent the Divine Being, as rather a necessary than a free agent, and his moral perfections 
as resulting from a blirid physical necessity of nature, more than from an essential moral excel- 
lence, or, finally, as unintelligible or absurd. As a specimen of the latter, the following 
passages may be taken from a work in some repute. The arguments are drawn from the 
Schoolmen, and though broadly given by the author, will be found more or less to tinge the 
remarks on the immutability of God, in the most current systems of theology, and discourses 
on the Attributes: ; : 


(6) Plato in Phed. (7) Charnock. 
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“His knowledge is independent upon the objects known, therefore whatever changes there 
are in, them, there is none in him. Things known are considered either as past, present, or to 
come, and these are not known by us in the same way; for concerning things past it must be 
said, that we once knew them ; or of things to come, that we shall know them hereafter ; where- 
as God, with one view, comprehends all things’past and future, as though they were present. 

“If God’s knowledge were not unchangeable, he might be said to have different thoughts 
or apprehensions of things, at one time, from what he has at another, which would argue a 
defect of wisdom. And indeed a change of sentiments implies ignorance, or weakness of 
understanding; for to make advances in knowledge, supposes a degree of ignorance: and to 
decline therein is to be reduced toa state of ignorance: now it is certain, that both these are 
inconsistent with the infinite perfection of the Divine mind; nor can any such defect be applied 
to him, who is called, The only wise God.” (8 iss o 

In thus representing the knowledge. of God as “imdependent of the objects known ;” in 
order to the establishing of such an immutability of knowledge, as is not only not inconsistent 
with the perfection of that attribute, but without which it could hot be perfect ; and in deny- 
ing, that knowledge in Ged has any respect to the past, present, and future of things, a very 
important distinction between the knowledge of things posszble and the knowledge of thmgs 
actual, both of which must be attributed to God, is strangely overlooked. a 

In respect of possible beings, the Divine knowledge has no relation to time, and there is in 
it no past, no future ; he knows his own wisdom and omnipotence, and that is knowing every 
thing respecting them. But to the possible existence of things, we must now add actual 
existence ; that commenced with time, or time with that. Here then is another branch of the 
Divine knowledge, the knowledge of things actually existing, a distinction with which the 
operations of our own minds make us familiar; and from the actual existence of things arise 
order and succession, past, present, and future, not only in-the things themselves, but in the 
Divine knowledge of them also ; for as there could be no knowledge of things in the Divine 
mind as actually existing, which didnot actually exist, for that would be falsehood, not truth,, 
so if things have been brought into actual existence in-succession, the knowledge of their 
actual existence must have. been successive also; for as actual existences they could not be 
known as existing before they were, The actual being of things added nothing to the know- 
ledge of the Infinite-Mind as to their-powers anid properties. Those he knew from himself, the 
source of all being, for they all depended upon his will, power, and‘wisdom. There was no 
need, for instance, to set the mechanism ofthis universe mm motion, that he might know how it 
would play, what properties it would exhibit, what would be its results; but the knowledge 
of the universe, as a congeries of beings in ideal or possible existence, was not the knowledge 
of it as a real existence 5 thal; as far as we can see, was only possible when “he spake and it 
was done, when he commanded and it stood fast:” the knowledge of the actual existence of 
things with God is therefore successive, because things come into being in succession, and; as 
to actual existences, there is foreknowledge, present knowledge, and after knowledge, with 
God as well as with ourselves. % 

+ But not only is a distinction to be made between the knowledge of God as to things possibly 
and things actually existing; but also between his knowledge of all possible things, and of 
those things to which he determined before their creation to give actual existence. ‘To den 
that in the Divine mind any distinction existed between the apprehension of things’ whie 
would remain possible only, and things which in their time were to come into actual being, 
would be a bold denial of the perfect knowledge of God. 

‘Here however it is intimated, that this makes the knowledge of God to be derived: from 
something out of himself;. and if he derive his knowledge frorn something out of himself, then 
it must be dependent. And what evil follows from this? The knowledge of the nature, pro- 
perties, and relations of things, God has from himself, that is from the knowledge he has of his 
own wisdom and omnipotence, by which the things that are, have been produced, and from) 
which only they could be produced, and in this respect his knowledge is not dependent; but 
the knowledge that they actually exist is not from himself except as he makes them to exist ; 
and when they are made to be, then is the knowledge of their actual existence derived from: 
them, that is, from the fact itself. As long as they-are, he knows that they are; when they» 
cease to be, he knows thatithey are not; and before they exist, he knows that they do not yet 
exist. His knowledge of the crimes of men, for instance, as actually committed, is -dependent. 
upon the committal of those crimes. He knows what crime is, independent of its actual éxist- 
ence; but the knowledge of it as committed, depends not on hiniself but upon the creature. 
And so far is this from derogating from the knowledge of God, that, according to the common 
reason of things, it is thus only that we can suppose the knowledge of God to be exact and 

erfect. - ; ; : 

: But this is not all which sustains the opinion, that there is ordei and succession also in the 
knowledge of the Divine Being. It is not only as far as the knowledge of the successive and 
transient actual existence of things is concerned, that both fore and after knowledge are to be 
ascribed to God, but also in another respect. Authors of the class just quoted, speak as though 
God himself had no ideas of time, and order, and succession ; as though past, and present. and 


(8) Ridgeley’s Body of Divinity. 
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to. come, were so entirely and exclusively human, that even the Infinite Mind itself had not 
the power of apprehending them, But if there be actually a successive order of events as to us, 
and if this be something real and not a dream, then must there be a corresponding knowledge 
of it ix him, and therefore, in all things which respect us, a knowledge of them as past, present, 
or to come, that is, as they are in the experience of mankind, and in the truth of things itself. 
Besides this, if there be what the Scriptures call “purposes” with God; if this expression is 
not to be ranked with those figures of speech which represent Divine power by a hand and an 
ari, then there is foreknowledge, strictly. and properly so called, with God. The knowledge 
of any thing actually existing is collateral with its existence; but as the intention to produce 
any thing, or to suffer it. to be produced, must be before the actual existence of the thing, 
because that is finite and caused, so that very intention is in proof of the precognition of that 
which is te be produced, immediately by the act of God, or mediately through his permission. 
‘The actual occurrence of things in succession as to us, and in pursuance of his purpose or 
permission, is therefore a sufficient proof of the existence of a strict and proper prescience of 
them by Almighty God. As to the possible nature, and properties, and relations of things, 
his knowledge may have no succession, no order of time; but when those archetypes of things 
in the Eternal Mind come into actual being by his power or permission, it is in pursuance of 
previous intention: ideas of time are thus created, so’'to speak, by the very order in which he 
produces them, or purposes to produce them, and his knawledge of them as realities corresponds 
to their nature and relations, because it is perfect knowledge. He knows them before they are 
produced, as things which are to be produced or permitted; when they-are produced, he knows 
them with the additional idea of their actual being ; and- when they cease to be, he knows 
them as things which have been. ~ i al " 

Allied to the attribute of Immutability, is the Liserry of God, which enables us to conceive 
of his unchangeableness in the noblest, and most worthy manner, as the result of his will, and 
infinite moral excellence, and not as the consequence of a blind and physical necessity. “He 
doth whatever pleaseth him,” and his actions are the result of will and choice. This, as Dr, 
$. Clarke has well stated it, follows from:his intelligence; for “Intelligence without liberty is 
really, in respect of any power, excellence, or perfection, no intelligence at all. Itis indeed a 
consciousness, but it is merely a passive one; a consciousness, not of acting, but purely of 
being acted upon. Without liberty, nothing can in any tolerable propriety of speech, be said 
to be an agen or cause of any thing. For to act necessarily, is really and properly not to 
act at all, but only to be acted -upon. os : 

“Tf the Supreme Cause is not a bemg endued with liberty and choice, but a mere necessary 
agent, whose actions are all as absolutely and naturally necessary as his existence; then it 
will follow, that nothing which is not, could possibly have been; and that nothing which is, 
could possibly net have been; and that no mode or circumstance of the existence of any thing, 
could possibly have been in any respect otherwise, than it.now actually is. All which being 
evidently most false and absurd: it follows om the contrary, that the Supreme Cause is not a 
mere necessary agent, but a being endued with liberty and choice.” . 

It is true, that God cannot do evil. “It is impossible for-him to lie.” But “this is a neces- 
sity, not of nature and fate, but of fitness and wisdom; a necessity, consistent with the greatest 
freedom and most perfect choice. For the only foundation of this necessity, is such an unalter- 
able rectitude of will, and perfection of wisdom, as makes it impossible for a wise’being to 
resolve to act foolishly ; or for a nature infinitely good, to choose to do that which is evil.” 

Of the Wispom of God, it is here necessary to say little, because many instances of it in the 
application of knowledge to accomplish such ends as were worthy of himself and requisite for 
the revelation of his glory to his.creatures, have been given in the proofs of an intelligent and. 
designing cause, with which the world abounds. On this, as well-as on the other attributes, 
the Scriptures dwell with an interesting complacency, and lead us to the contemplation of an 
anbourded variety-of instances in which this perfection of God has been manifested to men. 
He is the only wise God;” &nd as to his works, “in wisdom hast thou made them all.” so 
thing has been done by nice and delicate adjustment, by number, weight, and measure. “He 
seeth under the whole heaven, to make the weight for the winds, to weigh the waters by 
measure, to make a decree for the rain, and a way for the lightning of the thunder.” "Whole 
volumes have been written on this amaziug subject, “the Wisdom of God in the Creation,” 
and it is stil unexhausted. Every research into nature, every discovery as to the laws by 
which material things are combined, decomposed, and transformed, throws new light upon. the 
simplicity ofthe elements, which are the subjects of this ceaseless operation of Divine power, 
and the exquisite skill, and unbounded compass of the intelligence which directs it. The vast 
body of facts which natural philosophy has collected with so much laudable labour, and the 
store of which is constantly increasing, is a commentary on the words of inspiration, ever 
enlarging, and which will continue to enlarge as long as men remain on earth to pursue such 
inquiries; “he doethgreat things past finding out, and wonders without number.” “Lo these are 
parts of his ways, but how littie a portion is heard of him!” The excellent books which have 
been written with the express design to illustrate the wisdom of God, and to exhibit the final 
causes of the creation, and preservation of the innumerable creatures with which we are sur- 
rounded, must be referred to on so copious a subject, (9) and a few general remarks must suffice. 


(9) Ray’s “Wisdom of God.”—Derham’s Astro and Physico-Theology—Paley’s Nat. Theol, —Sturm’s 
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The first character of wisdom is to act for worthy ends. To act with design, is a sufficient 
character of intelligence; but wisdom is the fit and proper exercise of the understanding ; and 
though we are not adequate judges of what it is fit and proper for God to do in every case, 
yet for many of his acts the reasons are at least partially given in his own word, and they 
command at once our adoration and gratitude, as worthy of himself and benevolent to us. The 
reason of the creation of the world was the manifestation of the perfections of God, to the 
rational creatures designed to inhabit it, and to confer on them, remaining innocent, a felicity 
equal to their largest capacity. ‘The end was important, and the means by which it was 
appointed to be accomplished evidently fit. To be was itself made a source of satisfaction. 
God was announced to man as his Maker, Lord, and Friend, by revelation; but invisible 
himself, every object was fitted to make him present to the mind of his creature, and to be a 
remembrancer of his power, glory, and care. ‘The heavens “declared his'glory ;” the fruitful 
earth “his goodness,” The understanding of man was called into exercise by the number and 
variety, and the curious structure of the works of Ged ; pleasures of taste were formed by their 
sublimity, beauty, and harmony. ‘Day unto day uttered-speech, night unto might taught 
knowledge ;” and God in his law, and in his creative munificence and preserving care, was 
thus ever placed before his creature, arrayed in the full splendour of his natural and moral 
attributes, the object of awe and love, of trust and of submission. ‘The great moral end of the 


_ creation of man, and of his residence in the world, and the means by which it was accomplished, 


were, therefore, displays of the Divine Wisdom. s 

It is another mark of wisdom when the process by which any work is accomplished is 
simple, and many effects are produced from one, or a few elements. “When every several 
effect has a particular separate cause, this ges no pleasure to the spectator, as not discovering 
contrivance ; but that work is beheld with admiration and delight as the result of deep counsel, 
which is complicated in its parts, and yet simple in its operation, when a great variety of 
effects are seen to arise from one principle operating uniformly.” (1) This is the character of 
the works of God. From one material substance, (2) possessing the same essential properties, 
all the visible beings which surround us are made; the granite rock, and the central all-per- 
vading sun; the moveless clod, the rapid lightning, and'the transparent air. Gravitation 
unites the atoms which compose the world, combines the planets into one system, governs the 
regularity of their motions, and yet vast as is its power, and all-pervading as its influence, it, 
submits to an infinite number of modifications, which allow of the motion of individual bodies ; 
and it gives place to even contrary forces, which yet it controls'and regulates. One act of 
Divine power in giving a certain inchation to.the earth’s axis, produced the effect of the 
vicissitude of seasons, gave laws to its,temperature, and covered it with increased variety of 
productions. To the composition, and a few simple laws impressed upon light, every object 
owes its colour, and the heavens and the earth are invested with beauty. A combination of 
‘earth, water, and the gasses of the atmosphere, forms the strength and majesty of the oak, the 
grace and beauty, and odour of the rose; and from the principle of evaporation, are formed 
clouds which ‘drop fatness,” dews which refresh the languid fields, springs and rivers, that 
make the valleys, through which they flow, “laugh and sing.” ; 4 , 

Variety of equally perfect operation is a character of wisdom. In the works of God the 
variety is endless, and shows the wisdom from which they spring to be infinite. Of that mind 
in which all the ideas after which the innumerable objects composing the universe must have 
had a previous: and distinct existence, because after that pattern they were made; and not 
only the ideas of the things themselves, but of every part of which they are composed ; of the 
place which every particle in their composition should fill, and the part it should act, we can 
have no adequate conception. The thought isoverwkelming. This variety is too obvious to 
be dwelt upon; yet a few of its nicer shades may be adverted to, as showing, so to speak, 
the infinite resources, and the endlessly diversified conceptions of the Creator. ‘O Lord, how 
manifold are thy works!” All the three kingdoms-of nature pour forth the riches of variety. 
The varied forms of crystalization and composition in minerals ; thé colours, forms, and qualities 
of vegetables ; the kinds and properties, and habits of animals. The gradations from one class 
of beings:to another; from’unformed to organic, from dead to living; from mechanic sensitive- 
ness to sensation, from dull to active sense, from sluggishness to motion; from creeping to: 
flying, from sensation to intellect, from instinct to reason, (3) from mortal.to immortality, from 


Reflections.—Kirby and Spence’s Entomology ; and, though not written with any such design, St> Pierre’s 
“Studies of Nature” open to the mind that.can supply the pious sentiments which the author unfortunately 
wanted, many striking instances of the wisdom and benevolence of God. : 

(1) Abernethy on Attributes. : 

(2) “A few undecompounded bodies, which may perhaps ultimately be resolved into still fewer elements, 
or which may be different forms of the same material, constitute the whole of our tangible universe of things.” 
—Davy’s Chymistry. s 

(3) It is not intended here to countenance the opinion that the differencé between the highest instinct and 
the lowest. reason, is not great, Itis as great as the difference between an accountable, and an unaccountable 
nature ; between a being under a law of force, and a law of moral obligation and motive; between a nature 
limited in its capacity of improvement, and one whose capabilities are unlimited. ‘The rash hypothesis, 
that the negro is the connecting link between the white man and the ape, took its rise from the arbitrary 
classification of Linnwus, which associates man and the ape in the same order. ‘The more natural arrange- 
ment of lator systems separate them into the bimanous, and quadrumanous orders. If this classification had 


& 
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man to angel, from angel to seraph. . Betwixt similitude and total unlikeness, variety has a 
boundless range; but its delicacy of touch, so to speak, is shown in the narrower field that 
lies betwixt carveeene' and entire resemblance, of which the works of God present so many 
curious examples. No two things appear exactly alike, when even of the same kind. Plants 
of the same species, the leaves and flowers of the same plant, have all their varieties. Animals 
of the same kind have their individual character. Any two blades of grass, or particles of 
sand, shall show a marked difference when carefwlly compared.. The wisdom of this appears 
more strongly marked when we consider, that important ends, both intellectual and practical, 
often depend upon it. The resemblances of various natural things in greater or less degree, 
become the means of acquiring a knowledge of them with greater ease, because it is made the 
basis of their arrangement into kinds and sorts, without which the-human memory would fail, 
and the understanding be confused. The differences in things-are as important as their 
resemblances. This is strikingly illustrated in the domestic animals and in men. If the 
individuals of the former did not differ, no property could be claimed-in them, or when lost 
they could not be recovered. The countenance.of one human individual differs from all the 
rest of his» species; his voice and his manner have the same variety. This is not only an 
illustration of the resources of creative power and wisdom; but of design and intention to 
secure a practical end. Parents, children, and friends, could not otherwise be distinguished, 
nor the criminal from the innocent. \No felon could be identified by his accuser, and the courts 
of judgment would be obstructed, and often rendered of no avail for the protection of life and 
roperty. : 

E To eciitog of kind and form, we may add variety of magnitude. In the works of God, we 
have the extremes, and those extremes filled upin perfect gradation from magnificence to 
minuteness. We adore the mighty sweep of that power which scooped out the bed of the 
fathomless ocean, moulded the mountains, and filled space with innumerable worlds; but the 
same hand formed the animalcule, which requires the strongest magnifying power of optical 
instruments to make it visible. In that too the work is»perfect. We perceive matter in its 
most. delicate organization, bones, sinews, tendons, muscles, arteries, veins, the pulse of the 
heart, and the heaving of the lungs. The workmanship is as complete in the smallest as in 
the most massive of the works of God. 

The connection and dependence of the works of God are as wonderful as their variety. Every 
thing fills its place, not by accident, but by design; wise regulation runs through the whole, 
and shows that that whole is the work of one, and of one alone. ‘The meanest weed which 
grows, stands in intimate connection with the mighty universe itself. It depends upon the 
atmosphere for moisture, which atmosphere supposes an ocean, clouds, winds, gravitation ; it 
depends upon the sun for colour, and, essentially, for its required degree of temperature. This 
supposes the revolution of the earth, and the adjustment of the whole planetary system. ‘Too 
near the sun, it would be burned up; too far from it, it would be chilled. What union of 
extremes is here,—the grass of the earth, “which to-day is, and to-morrow is cast into the 
oven,” with the stupendous powers of nature, the most glorious works of the right hand of God! 

So clearly does wisdom display itself, in the adoption of means to ends in the visible world, 
that there are comparatively few of the objects which surround us, and few of their qualities, 
the use of which is not apparent. In this particular, the degree in which the Creator has been 
pleased to manifest his wisdom is remarkably impressive. ; # Ge 

“ Among all the properties of things, we discover no inutility, no superfluity. Voluntary 
motion is denied to the vegetable creation, because mechanical motion answers the purpose. 
This raises, in some plants, a defence against the wind, expands others toward the sun, 
inclines them to the support they require, and diffuses their seed. If we ascend higher toward 
irrational animals, we find them possessed of powers exactly suited to the rank they hold in 
the scale of existence. 

“The oyster is fixed to his rock; the herring traverses a vast extent of ocean. But the 
powers of the oyster are not deficient ; he opens his shell for nourishment, and closes it at the 
approach of an enemy. Wor are those-of the herring superfluous; he secures and supports 
himself in the frozen seas, and commits his spawn in the summer to the more genial influence 
of warmer climates. The strength and ferocity of beasts of prey are required by the mode of 
subsistence allotted to them. If the ant has peculiar sagacity, it is but a compensation for its 
weakness ; if the bee is remarkable for its foresight, that foresight is rendered necessary by the 
short duration.of its harvest. Nothing can be more various than the powers allowed t# ani- 
mals, each in their order; yet it will be found, that all these powers, which make th¢ study 
of nature so endless and so interesting, suffice to their necessities and no more.” (4) 

“Equally conspicuous is the wisdom of God in the government of nations, of states and of 
kingdoms: yea, rather more conspicuous; if infinite can be allowed to admit of any degrees. 
For the whole inanimate creation, being totally passive and inert, can make’no opposition to 
his will, Therefore, in the natural world all things roll on in an eveii wiinterr upted course. 
But it is far otherwise in the moral world. Here evil men and evil spirits continually oppose 
the Divine Will, and create numberless irregularities. Here, therefore, is full scope.for the 


ry 


not been followed, it would not have occurred to the most fanciful mind to find in the negro an intermediate 
link.”—Pritchard on Man. (4) Sumner’s Records of Creation. 
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exercise of all the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God, in counteracting all the 
wickedness and folly of men, and all the subtlety of Satan, to carry on his own glorious 
design, the salvation gf lost mankind. Indeed, were he to do this by an absolute decree, and 

_ by his own irresistible power, it-would imply no wisdom at all. But his wisdom is shown, b 
saving man in such a manner as not to destroy his nature, nor to take away the liberty which 
he has given him.” (5) ; aus 

But in the means by which offending men are reconciled to God, the inspired writers of the 
New Testament peculiarly glory, as the most eminent manifestations of the wisdom of God. 
“For the wonderful work of redemption the Apostle gives us this note, that ‘he hath therein 

abounded in all wisdom and prudence.’ Herein did the perfection of wisdom and prudence 
shine forth, to reconcile the mighty amazing difficulties and seeming contrarieties, real contra-> 
rieties indeed, if he had not some way intervened to order. the course of things, such as the 
conflict between justice-and mercy ;—that the.one must be satisfied in such a way as the 
other might be gratified: which could never have had its pleasing grateful exercise without 
being reconciled to the former. And that this should be brought about by such an expedient, that 
there should be no complaint on the one hand, nor on the other. . Herein hath the wisdom 
of a crucified Redeemer, that whereof the crucified Redeemer or Saviour was the effected 
object, triumphed ever all the imaginations of men, and-all the contrivances éven of devils, by 
that death of his, by which the devil purposed the last defeat, the complete destruction of the 
whole design of his coming into the world, even by that very means, it is brought. about so 
as to fill hell with horror, and heaven and earth with wonder,” (6) _ a . 

“Wisdom in the treasure of its incomprehensible light, devised to save man, without 


prejudice to the perfections of God, by transferring the punishment to.a Surety, and thus to 


punish sin as required by justice, and pardon the sinner as desired by mercy.” (7) 


¢ 


CHAPTER VI. 


oe a Arrrisures or Gop.— Goodness. ne 
Goopness, when considered as a distinct attribute of God, is not taken in the sense of 
universal rectitude, but signifies benevolence or a disposition to communicate happiness. From 
an inward principle of good will, God exerts his omnipotence in diffusing happiness through 
the universe, in all fitting proportion, according to the different capacities with which he has 
endowed his creatures, and according to the direction of the most perfect wisdom. ‘ Thou 
art good and doest good.—The Father of lights, from whom cometh every good and perfect gift 
O praise the Lord! for he is good, and his mercy endureth for ever.” ame 
‘This view of the Divine character in the Holy Scriptures has in it some important peculiari- 
ties, too often oyerlooked, but which give to the revelation they make of God, a singular glory. 
Goodness in God is represented as goodness of nature; as one of his essential perfections, 
and not as an accidental or an occasional affection; and thus he is set infinitely above the 
gods of the Heathen, those imaginary creations of the peryerted imaginations of corrupt men, 
whose benevolence was occasional, limited, and apt to be disturbed by contrary passions. . 
Such were the-best. views of pagans; but to us a Being of a far different character is mani- 
fested as our Creator and Lord. One of his appropriate and distinguishing names, as proclaimed 
by himself, signifies “ The Gracious One,” and imports goodness in the principle ; and another, 
“ The all-sufficient and all-bountiful pourer forth of all good ;” and expresses goodness im action. 
Another interesting view of this attribute 1s, that the goodness of God is efficient and mexhaust- 
ible; it reaches every fit case, it supplies all possible want; and “endureth for ever.” Hence 
the Talmudists explain sw SHappar in Gen. xvii, 1, by “in wternum suffictens sum,” I am 
the eternally all-sufficient, Like his emblem the sun which sheds his rays upon the surround- 
ing worlds, and enlightens and cherishes the whole creation without being diminished in 


splendour, he imparts without. being exhausted, and, ever giving, has yet infinitely more to _ 


ive. 

A third and equally important representation is, that he takes pleasure in the-exercise of 
benevolence; thatthe delights in mercy.” It is not wrung.from him with reluctance; it is 
not stintedly measured out, it is not coldly imparted, God saw the works he had made, that 
“they were good,” with an evident gratification and delight-in what he had imparted to a world 
“full of his goodness,” and into which sin and misery had not entered. ‘He is rich to all that 
call upon hinis—he giveth liberally and upbraideth not ;—exceeding abundantly above all that 
we can ask or think.” It is under these views, that the Scriptures afford so much encourage- 
ment to prayer, and lay so strong a ground for that absolute trust in God, which they enjoin 
as one of our highest duties, as it is the source of out greatest. comfort. 

Another illustration of the Divine Goodness, and which is also peculiar to the Scriptures, 
is, that nothing, if capable of happiness, comes immediately from his forming hands without 


(5) Wesley’s Sermons. (6) Howe’s Posthumous Works. (7) Bates’s Harmony, 
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being placed in circumstances of positive felicity. By Heathens, acquainted only with a state 

of things in which much misery-is suffered, this view of the Divine goodness could not'be taken, 
—They could not but suppose either many gods, some benevolent ; and others, and the greater 
number, of an opposite character; or one, in whose nature no small proportion of malevolence © 

ee ornincd with milder sentiments. The Scriptures, on the contrary, represent misery 

as brought into the world by the fault of creatures ; and that otherwise it had never éntered. 

When God made the world, he made it good ; when he made man, he made him happy, with 

pewer to remain so, He-sows good seed in his field, and if tares spring up, “an enemy hath , 
done this.’ This is the doctrine of inspiration, Finally, the Seriptures, upon this lapse of 

man, and: the introduction of natural and moral evil, represent God as establishing an order 

of perfectly sufficient means to remedy both. One of his names is therefore 9Nj, Gort, 
‘the Redeemer,” and another, ana, Bonau, “the Restorer.” . The means by which he just- : 
ifies these titles, display his goodness with such peculiar eminence, that, they are called “ the 

riches of his grace,” and sometimes “ the-riches of his glory”? By the incarnation and sacrificial 

death of the Son of God, he became the “Gort,” the kinsman, and “‘redeemer” of mankind; 

he bought back and ‘“‘ restored” the forfeited inheritance of happiness, present and eternal, into 

the human family, and placed it again within the reach ofevery human being. In anticipation ~ 

of this.propitiation, the first offendey was forgiven and raised to eternal life, and the same 

‘mercy has been promised to all his descendants. No man perishes finally but by his own 

refusal of the mercy of his God. And though the restoration of individuals is not at once 
followed by the removal of the natural evils of pain, death, &c ; for had the whole race of man 
accepted the offered grace, they would not, in this present state, have been remoyed; yet 
beyond .a short life on earth these evils are not extended, and, even in this life, they are made 

the means of moral ends, tending to a higher moral perfection, and greater happiness m another. 

Such are the views of the Divine Goodness as unfolded in the Scriptures; views. of the 
utmost importance in an inquiry into the proofs of this attribute of the Divine Nature, which 
are afforded by the actual circumstances of the world. Independent of their aid, no proper 
estimate can be taken of the sum of evil, which actually exists; nor.of its bearing upon the 
Divine character, On these subjects there have been conflicting opinions; and the principal 
reason has been, that many persons on_both sides; those who have impugned the goodnessof ~ 
God, and those who have defended it against objections taken from the existence of eyil, have 
too often made the question a subject of pure “ Natural Theology,” and have therefore neces- 
sarily formed their conclusions ona partial and most defective view of the case. This is not 
indeed a subject for Natural Theology. It is absurd to make itso; and the best writers have 
either been pressed with the insuperable difficulties which have arisen from excluding the light 
which Revelation throws upon the state of man in this world, and his connection with another; 
or, like Paley, they have burst the self-inflicted restraints, and confessed “that when we let in 
religious considerations, we let in light upon the difficulties of nature.” __ 

With respect to the illustrations of the Divine Goodness which are presented in the natural 
and moral world, there are extremes of opinion on both sides. The views.of some are too 
gloomy, and shut out much of the evidences of the Divine benignity: others embrace a system 
of optimism, and exclude, on the other hand, the manifestations of the Divine justice, and the 
retributive character of the Universal Governor, The Scriptures enable us to adjust these 
extremes, and to give to God the glory of an absolute goodness, without limiting its tenderness 
by severity, or diminishing its majesty by weakness. F: 

The dark side of the actual state of the world and of man its inhabitant, has often, for insidi- 
ous purposes, been very deeply shadowed. ‘The facts alleged may indeed be generally admit- 
ted. The globe, as the residence of man, has its inconveniences and positive evils; its variable, 4 
and often pernicious climates; its earthquakes, voleanoes, tempests, and inundations;, its 
sterility in some places, which wears down man with labour; its exuberance of vegetable and 
waimal life in others, which generates disease or gives birth to annoying and destructive animals. 
‘The diseases of the human race; their short life and painful dissolution ; their general poverty ; 
iueix universal sufferings and cares; the distractions of civil society ; oppressions, frauds, and 

_wrongs; must all be acknowledged. ‘To these may be added the sufferings and death. of 
énimals, and the universal war carried on between different creatures throughout the earth. 
‘his enumeration of evils might indeed be greatly enlarged without exaggeration. 

But this is-not the only view to be taken. .It must be combined with others equally obvi- 
ous; there are lights as well as shadows in the scene, and the darkest masses which it presents 
are mingled with bright and joyous colours, e 

For, as Paley has observed, “In a vast plurality of instances, in which contrivance is per- 
ceived, the design of the contrivance is beneficial. ‘ 1 

“When God created the human species, either he wished their happiness, or he wished 
their misery, or he was indifferent and unconcerned about either. ; 

“Tfhe had wished our misery, he-might have made sure of his purpose, by forming our 
senses to be so many sores and pains to us, as they are now instruments of gratification and 
enjoyment: or, by placing us amidst objects so ill suited to our perceptions as to have con- 

tinually offended us, instead of ministering to our refreshment and delight. He might have 
made, for example, every thing we tasted bitter; every thing we saw, loathsome; every thing 
we touched, a sting; every smell, a stench ign every ound, a discord. 
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STE hé had been indifferent about our happiness or misery, we must impute to our good 
fortune, (as all design by this supposition is exchided,) both the capacity of our senses to — 
receive pleasure, and the supply of external objects fitted to produce it. 

“But either of these, and still more both of them, being too much to be attributed to accident, 
nothing remains but the first supposition, that God, when he created the human species, 
wished their happiness; and made for them the provision which he*has made, with that view 
and for that purpose. 

“The same argument may be proposed in different terms, thus: contrivance proves design ; 
and the predominant tendency of the contrivance indicates the disposition of the designer. 
The world abounds with contrivances; and all the contrivances which we are acquainted with, 
are directed to beneficial purposes. Evil no doubt exists, but is never, that we can perceive, 
the object of contrivance. ‘Teeth are contrived to eat, not to ache ; their aching now and then 
is incidental to the contrivance, perhaps inseparable from it; or even, if you will, let it be 
called a defect in the contrivance; but it is not the object of it. This is a distinction which 
well deserves to be attended te. In describing implements of husbandry, you would hardly 
‘say of the sickle, that itis made to cut the reaper’s hand, though, from the construction of the 
instrument, and the manner of using it, this mischiefoften follows. But if you had occasion 
to describe instruments of torture or execution, this engine, you would say, is to extend the 
sinews; this to dislocate the joints; this to break the bones; this to scorel the soles of the 
feet. Here pain and misery are the very objects of the contrivanee. Now, nothing of this 
sort is to be found in the works of nature. We never discover a train of contrivance to brin; 
about an evil purpose. No anatomist ever discovered a system of organization calculated to 
produce pain and disease ; or, in explaining the parts of the human body, ever said, this-is to 
irritate; this to inflame; this duct is to convey the gravel to the kidneys; this gland to 
secrete the humour which forms the gout. If by chance he come at a part of which he knows 
not the use, the most he can say is, that it is useless: ‘no one ever suspects that it is put there 
to incommode, to annoy, or to torment.” (8) ‘ 

The chief exceptions to this are those of venomous animals, and of animals preying upon one 
another; on the first of which it has been remarked, not only that the number of venomous 
creatures is few, but that “the animal itself being regarded, the faculty complained of is good ; 
being conducive, in all cases, to the defence of the animal ; in some cases, to the subduing of 
its prey; and in some probably to the killing of it, when caught, by a mortal wound inflicted - 
in the passage to the stomach, which may be no less mereiful to the victim, than salutary to 
the devourer. In-the viper, for instance, the poisonous fang may do that which, in other ani- 
pel of prey, is done by the crush-of the teeth, Frogs and mice might be swallowed alive 
without it. 2 

“The second case, namely, that of animals devouring one another, furnishes a consideration 
of much larger extent. 'T'o judge whether, as a general provision, this can be deemed an evil, 
even so far as we understand its consequences, which probably is a partial understanding, the 
following reflections are fit to be attended to. $ 

“1, Immortality upon this earth is out of the question. Without death, there could be no 
generation, no-parental relation, that is, as things are constituted, no animal happiness. The 
particular duration of life, assigned to different animals, can form no part of the objection; 
because, whatever that duration be, whilst it remains finite and limited, it may always be 
asked, why it is no longer. ‘The natural ageé of different animals, varies from a single day to 
a. century of years. INo account, can be given of this; nor could any be given, whatever other 
proportion of life had obtained amongst them. = « . 

“The term, then, of life in different animals, being the same as it is, the question is, what 
mode of taking it away is the best even for the animal itself. 

“Now, according to the established order of nature, (which we must suppose to prevail, or 
we cannot reason at all upon the subject,) the three methods by which life is usually put an 
end to, are acute diseases, decay and violence. The simple and natural life of brutes is not 
often visited by acute distempers; nor could it be deemed an improvement of their lot if they 
were. Let it be considered, therefore, in what a condition of suffering and misery a brute 
animal is placed, which is left to perish by decay. In human sickness or infirmity, there is 
the assistance of man’s rational fellow creatures, if not to alleviate his pains; at least to minis- 
ter to his necessities, and to supply the place of his own activity. A brute, in’his wild and 
natural state, does every thing for himself. "When his strength, therefore, or his speed, or his 
limbs, or his senses fail him, he is delivered over, either to absolute famine, or to the protracted 
wretchedness of a life slowly wasted by scarcity of food. Isit then to see the world filled with 
drooping, superannuated, half-starved, helpless, and unhelped animals, that you would alter 
the present system of pursuit and prey? : 

“2. This system: is also to them the spring of motion and activity on both sides. The pur- 
suit ofits prey forms the employment, and appears to constitute the pleasure, of a considerable 
part of the animal creation. ‘The using of the means of defence or flight, or precaution, forms 
also the business of another part. And even of this latter tribe we have no reason to suppose, 
‘that their happiness is much molested by their fears. Their danger exists continually; and 


(8) Natural Theology. 
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in some cases they seem to be so far sensible of it as to provide in the best manner they ‘can, 
against it: but it is only when the attack is actually made upon them, that they appear to 
suffer from.it. To contemplate the insecurity of x ies condition with anxiety and dread, 
requires a degree of reflection, which (happily for themselves) they do not possess. A hare, 
es the number of its dangers and its enemies, is as playful an animal as any 
other.” : . oN 

It is to be observed, that as to animals, there is still much happiness. 

“'Phe air, the earth, the water, teem with delighted existence. In a spring noon or a sum- 
mer evening, on whichever side I turn my eyes, myriads of happy beings crowd upon my view. 
©The insect youth are on the wing.’ Swarms of new-born flies are trying their pinions in the 
air. Their sportive motions, their wanton mazes, their gratuitous activity, their continual 
change of place without use or purpose, testify their joy and the exultation which they feel in 
their lately-discovered faculties. A bee, among the flowers in spring, is one of the cheer- 
fullest objects that can be looked upon. Its life appears to be all enjoyment; so busy and so 
os ; yet it is only a specimen of insect life, with which, by reason of the animal being 

domesticated, we happen to be better acquainted than we are with that of others. The 
whole winged insect tribe, it is probable, are equally intent upon their proper employments, 
and, under every variety of constitution, gratified, and perhaps equally gratified, by the offices 
which the author of their nature has assigned to them. But the atmosphere is not the only 
scene of enjoyment for the insect race. Plants are covered with aphides, greedily sucking 
their juices, and constantly, as it should seem, in the act of sucking. It cannot be doubted 
but that this is a state of gratification. "What else should fix them so close to the operation, 
and so long? Other species are running about with an alacrity in their motions which carries 
with it every mark of pleasure. Large patches of ground are sometimes half covered with 
these brisk and sprightly natures. If we look to what the waters produce, shoals of the fry of 
fish frequent the margins of rivers, of lakes, and of the sea itself. ‘These are so happy, that. 
they know not what to do with themselves. Their attitudes, their vivacity, their leaps out of 
the water, their frolics in it, (which I have noticed a thousand times with equal attention and 
amusement, ) all conduce to show their excess of spirits, and are simply the effects of that excess. 

* At this moment, in every given moment of time, how many myriads of animals are eating 
their food, gratifying their appetites, ruminating in their holes, accomplishing their wishes, 
pursuing their pleasures, taking their pastimes! In each individual how many things must 
go right for it to be at ease; yet how large a proportion out of every species are so in every 
assignable instant! Throughout the whole of life, as it is diffused in nature, and as far as we 
are acquainted with it, looking to the average of sensations, the plurality and the preponder- 
ancy is in favour of happiness by a vast excess. In our own species, in which perhaps the 
assertion may be more questionable than in any other, the prepollency of good over evil, of 
health for example and ease, over pain and distress, is evinced by the very notice which 
calamities excite. What inquiries does the sickness of our friends produce! What conversation 
their misfortunes! This shows that the common course of things is in favour of happiness ; 
that happiness is the rule, misery the exception. Were the order reversed, our attention would 
be called to examples of health and competency instead of disease and want.” (9) 

Various alleviations of positive evils, and their being connected with beneficial ends, are 
also to be taken into consideration. Pain teaches vigilance and caution, and renders its remis- 
sion in a state of health a source of higher enjoyment. For numerous diseases also, remedies 
are, by the providence of God, and his blessing upon the researches of man, established. The 
process of mortal diseases has the effect of mitigating the natural horror we have of death. 
Sorrows and separations are smoothed by time. The necessity of labour obliges us.to occupy 
time usefully, which is both a source of enjoyment, and the means of preventing much mischief 
ina world of corrupt.and ill-inclined men ; and familiarity and habit render many circumstances 
and inconveniences tolerable, which, at first sight, we conceive to be necessarily the sources of 
wretchedness. In all this, there is surely an ample proof and an adorable display of the Divine 
benevolence. : 

In considering the actual existence of evils in the world, as-it affects the question of the 
goodness of God; we must also make a distinction between those evils which are self-inflicted, 
and those which are inevitable. The question of the reconcilableness of the permission of evil 
with the goodness of God, will be distinctly considered ; but waiving this for the moment, 
nothing can be more obvious than that man himself is chargeable with by far the largest share 
of the miseries of the present life, and that they draw no cloud over the splendour of universal 
goodness. View men collectively. Sin, as. a ruling habit, isnot necessary. ‘The means of 
vepressing its inward motions, and restraining its outward acts, are or have been furnished to 
all mankind; and yet were all those miseries which are the’effects of voluntary vice removed, 
how little comparatively would remain to be complained of in the world! Oppressive govern- 
ments, private wrongs, wars, and all their consequent evils, would disappear. Peace, security, 
and industry, would cover the earth with fruits, in sufficient abundance for all; and for’ acei- 
dental wants, the helpless, sick, and aged, would find a prompt supply in the charity of others. 
Regulated passions and an approving conscience would create benevolent tempersy and these © 


(9) Paley’s Natural Theology. 
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would displace inward disquiet with inward peace. Disease would remain, accidents to life 


“and limb occur, death would ensue; but diseases would in consequence of temperance be less 


- frequent and formidable, men would ordinarily attain a peaceful age, and sink into the grave 


 benev 


* by silent decay. Besides the removal of so many evils, how greatly would the sum of positive 


happiness be increased! Intellectual improvement would yield the pleasures of knowledge ; 
arts would multiply the comforts, and mitigate many of the most wasting toils, of life; general 
1 nee would unite men in warm affections and friendships, productive of innumerable 
eal offices of kindness; piety would crown all with the pleasures of devotion, the remo- 
val of the fear of death, and the hope of a still better state of being. All this is possible. If 
Lit is not actual, it is the fault of the human race, not of their Maker and Redeemer; and his 
soodness is not, therefore, to be questioned, because they are perverse. : 
But let the world remain as it is, with all its self-inflicted evils, and let the case of an indi- 
‘vidual only be considered, with reference to the number of existing evils, from which by the 
merciful provision of the grace of God, he may entirely escape, and of those which it is put 
into his power to mitigate, and even to convert to his benefit. It cannot be doubted as to any 


r 


individual around us, but that he may escape from the practice and the consequence of every 


kind of vice, and experience the renewing effects of Christianity—that he may be justified by 
faith, adopted into the family of God, receive the hallowing influences of the Holy Ghost, and 
henceforth walk, not after the flesh, but after the Spirit. Why do men who profess to believe 
in Christianity, when employed in writing-systems of “ Natural Theology,” which oblige them 
to reason on the Divine goodness, and to meet objections to it, forget this, or transfer to some 


- other branch of theology what is so vital to their own argument? Here the benevolence of Ged 


to man comes forth in all its brightness, and throws its illustrations, upon his dealings with 
man. What, in this case, would be the quantum of evil left to be suffered by this individual, 
morally so restored and so regenerated:? No evils, which are the consequences of personal 
vice, often a long-and fearful train. No inward disquiet, the effect of guilty or foolish passions, 
another pregnant source of misery. No restless pining of spirit after an unknown good, 
creating a distaste to present innocent enjoyments—he has found that good in the favour and 
friendship of God. No discontent with the allotments of Providence—he has been taught a 
peaceful submission. Wo irritable restlessness under his sufferings and sorrows,—“‘in patience 
he possesses his soul.” No fearful apprehension of the future—he knows that there is a guid- 
ing eye, and a supporting hand above, employed in all his concerns. No tormenting anxiety 
as to life or death—‘“he has a lively hope” of an inheritance in heaven. What then of evil 
remains to him but the common afflictions of life, all of which he feels, but does not sink under, 
and which, as they exercise, improve his virtues, and, by rendermg them more exemplary and 
influential to others, are converted into ultimate benefits. Into this state any individual ma 

be raised; and what is thus made possible to us by Divine goodness is of that attribute. an 
adorable manifestation. ae : -sigad 

These views, however, whilst they remove the weight of any objections which may be 
made to the benevolence of the Divine character, taken from the existence of actual evils in 
the world, are at as great a distance as possible from that theory on this subject which has 
been denominated Optimism, This opinion is, briefly, not that the present system of being is 
the best that might be conceived; but the best which the nature of things would admit of. That 
betwixt not creating at all, and creating material, and sentient, and rational beings, as we find 
them now circumstanced, and with their present qualities, there was no choicé. Accordingly, 
with respect to natural evils, the Optimists appear to have revived the opinion of the Oriental 
and Grecian schools, that matter has in it an inherent defect and tendency to disorder, which 
baffled the skill of the great Artificer himself to form it into a perfect world; and that moral 
evil as necessarily follows from finite, and therefore imperfect, natures. No imputation, they 
infer, can be cast upon the Creator, whose goodness, they contend, is abundantly manifest in 
correcting many of these evils by skilful contrivances, and rendering them, in numerous 
instances, the occasion of good. ‘Thus the storm, the earthquake, and the volcano, in the 
natural world, though necessary consequences of imperfection in the very nature of matter 
are rendered by their effects beneficial, in the various ways which natural philosophy points 
out ; and thus even moral evils are necessary to give birth, and to call into exercise the oppo- 
site qualities of virtue, which but for them could have no exercise; e. g. if no injuries were 
inflicted, there could be no place for the virtue of forgiveness. To this also is added the doc 
trine of general laws; according to which, they argue, the universe must be conducted: but 
that, however well set and constituted general laws may be, they will often thwart and ‘cross 
one another; and that from thence particular inconveniences will‘arise. 'The constitution of 
things is, however, good on the whole, and that is-all which can be required. 

The apology for the Divine goodness afforded by such an hypothesis, will not-be accepted 
by those most anxious to defend this attribute from atheistic cavils; and though it hadi 
adyocates among some who have professed respect for the Seriptures, yet it could never have 
been adopted by them, had they not been too regardless of the light which they cast upon these 3 
subjects, and been led astray by: the vain project of constructing perfect systems of natural 
religion, and by attempting to unite the difficulties which arise out of them, by the aid of 
unassisted reason. ‘The very principle of this hypothesis, that the nature of things did not 
admit of a better world, implies a very unworthy notion of God. It was pardonable in the 
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ancient advocates of the eternity of matter, to ascribe to it an essential imperfection, and inse- 
parable evil qualities ; but if the doctrine of creation, in the proper sense be allowed, the omni- 


potence which could bring matter out of nothing, was just as able to invest it with good as _ 


with evil qualities; and he who arranged it to produce so much beauty, harmony, security, 
and benefit, as we actually find in the world, could be at no loss to render his work perfect. in 
every respect, and needed not the balancings and counteractions of-one evil against another ti 
effect his benevolent purposes. Accordingly, in fact, we find, that when God had finished his 
work, he pronounced it not merely good comparatively; but “very good,” or good absolutely. 
Nor is it true that, in the moral world, vice must necessarily-exist in order to virtue ; and that 
if we value the one, we must in the nature of things be content to take it with the cther. We 
are told, indeed, that no forgiveness could be exercised by one human being, if injury were not | 


inflicted by another; no meekness could be displayed, were there no anger; no long suffering, — 


were there no perverseness, &c. But the fallacy lies in separating the acts of virtue from the 
principles of virtue. All the above instances may be reduced to one principle of benevolence, 
which may exist in-as high a degree, when-never called forth by such occasions; and express 


itself in acts quite as explicit, ina state of society from which sin is excluded. There are, for” 


neversinned. In such asociety as theirs, composed probably of different orders of intelligences, 
some more advanced in knowledge than others, some with higher and others with lower degrees 
of perfection, “tas one star differeth from another star in glory ;” how many exercises of hu- 
mility and condescension; how much kind communication of Knowledge by some, and meek 
and grateful reception of it by others; how many different ways in which a perfect purity, 
and a perfect love, and a perfect freedom from selfishness, may display themselves! When, 
therefore, the principle of universal benevolence may be conceived to display itself so strikingly, 
ina sinless-state of society, does it need injury to cail it forth in the visible form of forgiveness ; 
anger, in the form of meekness ; obstinacy, in the form of forbearance? Certainly not; and it 
demands no effort of mind to infer, that did such occasions exist to call for it, it would be 
developed, not only im the particular modes just named, but in every other. sip 

In opposition to the view taken by ‘such theorists, we may deny, that “whatever is, is 
dest.” We can not only conceive of a better state of things, as possible; but can show that 
the evils which actually exist, whether natural or moral, do not exist necessarily. It is, indeed, 
a proof of the Divine goodness to bring good out of evil; to make storms and eee, 


instance, according to Scripture, beings, called’ angels, who kept their first state, and have 


» which are destructive to the few beneficial to the many; to render the sins of men occasions 


to try, exercise, and perfect, various virtues in the good; but if man had been under an 
unmixed dispensation of mercy, all these ends might obviously have been ‘accomplished, 
independent of the existence of evils, natural or moral, in any degree. The true key to the 
whole subject is furnished by Divine revelation. Sin has entered the world. Man 1s under 
the displeasure of his Maker. Hence we see natural evils, and punitive acts of the Divine 
administration, not because God is not good, but because he is just as well as good. But man 
is not left under condemnation; through the propitiation made for his sins by the sacrifice of 
Christ, he is a subject of mercy. He is under correction, not under unmingled wrath, and 
hence the displays of the Divine benevolence, which the world and the acts of Providence every 
where, and throughout all ages, present; and in proportion as good predominates, kindness 
triumphs against severity, and the Divine character is emblazoned in our sight as one that 
“ delighteth in mercy.” 
To this representation of the actual relations in which the human race stand to God, and 
io no other hypothesis, the state of the world exactly answers, and thus affords an obvious and 
owerful confirmation of the doctrine of revelation. ‘This view has been drawn out at length 
y alate ingenious writer, (1) and, in many instances, with great felicity of illustration, A 
few extracts will show the course of the argument. The first relates to the convulsions which 
have been undergone by the globe itself. Bs 
“Suppose a traveller, penetrating into regions placed beyond the sphere of his antecedent 
knowledge, suddenly to find himself on the confines of a city lying in ruins. Suppose the 
desolation, though bearing marks of ancient date, to manifest unequivocal proofs that it was 
not effected by the mouldering hand of time, but has been the result of design and of violence. 
Dislocated arches, pendant battlements, interrupted -aqueducts, towers undermined and sub- 
verted, while they record the priméval strength and magnificence of the structures, proclaim 
the determined purpose, the persevering exertions, with which force had urged forward the 
work of destruction. Suppose further, that in surveying the reliques which have survived 
through the silent lapse of ages, the stranger discovers a present race of inhabitants, who have 
reared their huts amidst the wreck. He inquires'the history of the scene before him. He is 
informed, that the city, once distinguished by splendour, by beauty, by every arrangement 
oo for the security, the accommodation, the happiness of its occupiers, was reduced 
+= 


8 existing situation by the deliberate resolve and act of its own lawful sovereign, the very. 


sovereign by whom it had been erected, the emperor of that part of the world, ‘Was he a 
ferocious tyrant ?”—‘ No,’ is the universal reply. ‘He was a monarch preéminent, for con- 
sistency, forbearance, and benignity.’-—‘ Was his judgment blinded, or misled, by erroneous 


(1) Gisborne’s Testimony of Natural Philosophy to Christianity. aa ce 
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intelligence as to the plans and proceedings of his subjects ?”—‘He knew every tlting but too 
well. He understood with undeviating accuracy; he decided with unimpeachable wisdom.’ _ 
—The case, then,’ cries the traveller, ‘is plain: the ¢onclusion is inevitable, Your forefathers 
assuredly were ungrateful rebels; and thus plucked down devastation upon their city, them- 
selves, and their posterity.’ a eis ae sew 

“The actual appearance of the globe on which we dwell, is in strict analogy with the picture 
of our hypothetical city. ; ; 

“The earth, whatever may be the configuration, whatever may have been the perturbation 
or the repose, of its deep and hidden recesses, is, in its superior strata, a mass of ruins. It is 
not of one land, or of one clime, that the assertion is made ;, but of all lands, but of all climes, 
but of the earth universally. Wherever the steep front of mountains discloses their interior 
construction; wherever native caverns and fissures reveal the disposition of the component 
materials; wherever the operations of the miner have pierced the successive layers, beneath 
which ceal or metal is deposited: convulsion and disruption and disarrangement are visible. 


Though the smoothness and uniformity which the hand of cultivation expands over some por- 
tions of the globe, and the shaggy mantle of thickets and forests with which nature veils other 
portions hitherto unreplenished and unsubdued by-mankind, combine to obscure the vestiges 
of the shocks which our planet has experienced ;.as a fair skin and ornamental attire conceal 
internal fractures and disorganizations in the human frame: to the eye of the contemplative 
enquirer exploring the surface of the earth, there is apparent many a scar testifying ancient 
concussion and collision, and laceration ; and many a wound yet unhealed, and opening into 
unknown and unfathomable profundity. 3 : 

“From this universal scene of confusion in the superior strata of the earth, let the student 
of natural theology turn his thoughts to the general works of God. ‘What are the character- 
istics in which those works, however varied in their kinds, in their magnitudes, and in their. 
purposes, obviously agree? What are the characteristics by which they are-all, with manifest 
tention, imprinted ?—Order and harmony. In every mode of animal life, from the human 


_ frame down to the atomic and unsuspected existences in water, which have been rendered 


visible by the lenses of modern:science ; in the vegetable world, from the cedar of Lebanon to 
the hyssop by th¢ wall; from the hyssop by the wall to the minutest plant discernible under 
the microscope: in the crystallizations of the mineral-kingdom, of its metals, of.its salts, of its 
spars, of its gems: in the revolution of the heavenly bodies, and in the consequent reciproca- 
tions of day and night and seasons:—all is' regularity. In the works of God, order and har- 
mony are the rule; irregularity and confusion form the rare exception. Under the Divine 
government, an exception so portentous as that which we have been contemplating, a trans- 
formation from order and harmony to irregularity and ¢onfusion involving’ the integuments of 
a world, cannot be attributed to any circumstance which, in common language, we term fortui- 
tous. It proclaims itself to have been owing to a moral cause; to a moral cause demanding 
so vast and extraordinary an effect; a moral cause which cannot but be deeply interesting to 
man, cannot but be closely conected with man, the sole being on the face of this globe who is 
invested with moral agency} the sole being, therefore, on this globe who is subjected to moral 
responsibility; the sole bemg on this globe whose moral conduct can have had a particle of 
even indirect influence on the general condition of the globe which he inhabits.” 

Another instance is supplied from the general deluge. After proving from a number of 
geological facts, that such a phenomenon must have occurred, the author observes :— © 

“Thus, while the exterior strata of the earth, by recording in charatters unquestionable and 
indelible the fact of a:primeval and penal deluge, atfest from age to age the holiness and the 
justice of God; the form and aspect of its surface are, with equal clearness, testifying from 
generation to generation his inherent and not less glorious attribute ofmercy. For they prove 
that the very deluge, in its irruption employed as the instrument in his dispensation of ven- 
geance to destroy a guilty world, was, in its recess so regulated by him as to the varying 
rapidity of its subsidence, so directed by him throughout all its consecutive operations, as to 
prepare the desolated globe for the reception of a restored succession of inhabitants; and so 
to arrange the surface, as to adapt it in every climate for the sustenance of the animals, for 
the production of the trees and plants, and for the growth and commodious cultivation of the: 
grain and the fruits, of which man, in that particular region, would chiefly stand in need. 

“During the retirement of the waters, when a barrier of a rocky stratum, sufficient! 
strong for resistance, ‘crossed the line of descent, a lake would be in ‘consequénce formed. 
These memorials of the dominion of that element which had recently ‘been so destructive, 
remain also as memorials of the mercy of the Restorer of Nature; and by their own living 
splendours, and by the beauty and the grandeur of their boundaries, are the most exquisite 
ornaments of the scenes:in which we dwell. = 

“Would you receive and cherish a strong impression ‘of the extent of the mercy displayed 
in the renewal of the face of the earth? Would you endeavour to render _ to the subject? 
Contemplate the number of the diversified effects‘on the surface of the globe, which have been 
wrought, arranged, and harmonized by the Divine benignity through the agency of the retir- 
ing deluge: and combine.in your survey of them the two connected characteristics, utility and 
beauty; utility to meet the necessities and multiply the comforts of man; beauty graciously — 
superadded to cheer his eye and delight his heart, with which the general aspect of nature is 
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— Impr sed. Observe the mountains, of every form and of every elevation. See them now __ F 
rising in bold acclivities; now accumulated in a succession of gracefully sweeping ascents; 
“now towering in rugged precipices ; now rearing above the clouds their spiry pinnacles glitter- aes 


ing with perpetual snow. View their sides now darkened with unbounded forests; now 
spreading to the sun their ample slopes covered with herbage, the summer resorts of the flocks 
and the herds of subjacent regions; now scooped into sheltered concavities; now enclosing i 
within their ranges glens green as the emerald, and watered by streams pellucid and.spark- 
ling as crystal. Pursue these glens as they unite and enlarge themselves ; mark their rivulets 2 
uniting and enlarging themselves also; until the glen becomes a valley, and the valley expands 
into a rich vale or a spacious plain, each varied and bounded by hills.and knolls and gentle - 
uplands, in some parts chiefly adapted for pasturage, in others for the plough; each intersected 
and refreshed by rivers flowing onward from ‘country to country, and with streams continually 
se a by collateral accessions, until they are finally lost in the ocean. . There new modes 
of beauty are awaiting the beholder; winding shores, bold capes, rugged promontories, deeply 
indented bays, harbours penetrating far inland and protected from every blast. But in these 
vast and magnificent features of nature, the gracious Author of all things has not exhausted 
the attractions with which he purposed to decorate inanimate objects. He pours forth beauties oom, 
in detail, and with unsparing prodigality of munificence, and for whatever other reasons, for ee 
human gratification also, on the several portions, however inconsiderable, of which the larger 
component parts of the splendid whole consist: on the rock, on the fractured stone, on the 
thicket; on the single tree, onthe bush, on the mossy bank, on the plant, on the flower, on the 
leaf. Of all these works of his wondrous hand, he is continually varying and enhancing the 
attractions by the diversified modes.and accessions of beauty with which he invests them, b 
the alterations of seasons, by the countless and rapid changes of light and shade, by the cha- 
racteristic effects of the rising, the meridian, the setting sun, by the subdued glow of twilight, 
by the soft radiance of the moon; and by-the hues, the actions, and the music of the animal 
tribes with which they are peopled.” ; 
The human frame supples another illustration :— ; <a 
“Consider the human frame, naked against the elements, instantly susceptible of every 
external impression ;: relatively weak, unarmed; during infancy totally helpless; helpless 
again in old age; occupying a long period in its progress of growth to its destined size and. 
strength; ungifted with swiftness to escape the wild beast. of the forest; incapable, when 
overtaken, of resisting him; requiring daily supplies of food, and of beverage, not merely that 
sense may not be ungratified, not merely that vigour may not decline, but that closely impend- 
ing destruction may be delayed. For what state does such a frame appear characteristically 
fitted? For what state does it appear to have been originally designed? For a state of inno- 
cence and security; for a paradisiacal state; for a state in which all elements were genial, all 
external impressions innoxious ; a state in which relative strength was unimportant, arms were 
needless; in which to be helpless was not to be insecure ; in which the wild beast of the forest 
did not exist, or existed without hostility to man; a state in which food and beverage were 
either not precarious, or not habitually and speedily indispensable. Represent to yourself man 
as innocent, and in consequent possession of the unclouded favour of his God; and then con- 
sider whether it be probable, that a frame thus adapted to a paradisiacal state, thus designated 
by characteristical indications as originally formed for a-paradisiacal state, would have been 
selected for the world in which we live. ‘Turn to the contrary representation; a representa- 
tion the accuracy of which we have already seen the pupil of natural theology constrained, by 
other irresistible testimonies which she has produced, to allow: regard man as having forfeited 
by transgression the Divine favour, and as placed by his God, with a view to ultimate possi- 
bilities of mercy and restoration, in a situation which, amidst tokens and means of grace, is at 
present to partake of a penal character. For such a situation; for residence on the existing 
earth as the appointed scene of discipline at once merciful, moral, and penal; what frame could 
be more wisely calculated? What frame could be more happily adjusted to receive, and to 
convey, and to aid, and to continue, the impressions, which if mercy and restoration are to be 
attained, must antecedently be wrought into the mind? Is not such a frame, in such a world, 
.a living and a faithful witness, a constant and an energetic remembrancer, to natural reason, 
that man was oreated holy; that he fell from obedience; that his existence was continued for 
urposes of mercy and restoration; that he is placed in his earthly abode under a dispensatior: 
earing the combined marks of attainable grace, and of penal discipline? Is not such a frame, 
in such a world, a preparation for the reception, anda collateral evidence to the truth, of 
Christianity 2” 
‘The occupations of man furnish other instances :— - gl 
‘One of his most general and most prominent occupations will necessarily be the cultivation 
of the ground. As the products drawn from the soil form the basis, not only of human subsist- 
ence, but of the wealth which expands itself in the external comforts and ornaments of social 
life ; we should expect that, under a dispensation comprehending means and purposes of mercy, 
the rewards of agriculture would be found among the least uncertain and the most liberal of 
_ the recompenses, which Providence holds forth to exertion. Experience confirms the expect- 
ation, and attests that man is not rejected of his Creator. Yet how great, how continual, is 
the toil annexed to the effective culture of the earth! How constant.the anxiety, lest redund- 
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“See -antsmoistiire should cormpt the seed under the clod; or grubs anc 
. the rising plant; or reptiles and insects devour the blade; or mildev 
nial seasons: destroy ‘the harv: stl ow ‘frequently, from these, a 
ie ‘gi yeeasing labours, and the prot ing hopes, of the husbandman terminated 
ment! Agriculture wears not, in this our planet, the characteristics of an eccupati 
for an innocent, and a fully favoured race, It displays to the eye of N tural The 
ofthe sentence pronounced on the first cultivator, the representative oft all who eto sue 
“Cursed is the ground for thy sake. Thorns also and thistles shall it bring forth t 
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sorrow shalt thou.eat of it all the days of life. In the sweat of thy face sh eat 
bread’. It bears, in its toils and in its solicitudes, plain indications that man isa sinner. 
“Observations in substance re ie = Aa those which have been stated respecting 

tillage, might be adduced concerning the care of flocks and herds. ‘T’he return for labour in 

2 this branch of pnlcnee in the ordinary course of evontse sncioen ; Iture, 
both to excite a id sustai exertion, and to intimate the merciful benignity with which the Deity 


looks upon mankind. But the fatiguing superintendence, the watchful anxiety, the risks of 
loss by disease, by casualties, by malicious injury and depredation, and, m many countries, 
he inroads of wild beasts, conspire in them amount to enforce the truth which has. been 
uleated. They inscribe ‘the page of Natural Theology with the Scriptural denunciation : 
at the labour and the pain assigned to man are consequences of transgression. f j 
- « Another of the principal occupations of man consists in the extraction of the mineral con- 
tents of the earth, and in the reductiei of the metals into the states and the forms requisite for 
use. On the toil, the irksomeness, and the dangers attendant on these modes of life, it is 
unnecessary to enlarge. They have been discussed; and have been shown to be deeply 
stamped with a penal character appropriate to afallen and:guilty race. 
“Another and a very comprehensive range of employment consists in the fabrication of 
- manufactures, ‘These m correspondence with the necessities, the reasonable desires, the self- 
“indulgence, the ingenuity, the caprices, and the luxury, of individuals, are diversified beyond 


enumeration... But it may be affirmed generally concerning manufactures in extensive’ demand, 

: tha common with the occupations which have already been examined, they impose'a press- 

._ ure of labour, an amount of solicitude, and a risk of disappointment, such as we cannot repre- 

-. sent to ourselves as ro , in the case of beings holy in ‘their nature, and thoroughly 
approved by their God. ‘The tendency also of such manufactures is to draw. together numerous 
operators within.a,small compass ; to crowd them into close workshops and inadequate habit- 
ations; to injure their health by contaminated air, and their morals by contagious society. 

*« Another line of exertion is constituted by trade, subdivided into its two branches, domestic 
traffic and foreign commerce, Both, at the same time that they are permitted in common with 
the modes of occupation already named to anticipate, on the whole, by the ap ointment of 
Providence, such a recompense as proves adequate to the ordinary excitement of industry, and 
to the acquisition of the moderate comforts of life; are marked with the penal impress of toil, 
anxiety, anddisappointment. Natural Theology still reads-the sentence, ‘In the sweat of thy 
face, in sorrow, shalt thou eat bread” Vigilance is frustrated by the carelessness of associates 
or profit intercepted by their iniquity. “Uprightness in the dealer becomes the prey of fraud 
in the'customer. The ship is wrecked on a distant shore, ee 3 with the cargo, end with 

_ the merchant, in the ocean.” (2) Sie ORR bor agg 

_ Numerous other examples are furnished by the author, and might be-easily enlarged; so 
abundant is the evidence ; and the whole directly connects itself with the subject under con- 
sideration. The voluntary goodness of God is not im pttened by the various evils which exist 
in the world, for we see them accounted for by the actual corrupt state of man, and by a 
righteous administration, by which goodness must be controlled to be an attribute worthy of 
God. It -would otherwise be weakness, a blind passion, and not a wisely-regulated affection. 
On the other hand, there is clearly no reason for resorting to notions of necessity, and defécts 
in the essential nature of created things, to prove that God is geod ; or, in other words, accord- 
_ing to the hypothesis above ‘stated, as good as the stubbornness of matter, and the necessity 
that vice and misery should exist, would allow. His goodness is limited ‘by moral not, by 
physical reasons, but still, considering the globe’as the residence of a fallen and perverse race, > 
~that glorious attribute is heightened in its lustre by this very circumstance; it arrays itsel te 

. before us in all its affecting attributes of mercy, pity, long-suffering, mitigation and remission, 

-. It is goodness poured forth in the richest liberality, where moral ordey permits its unrestrained 
flow; and it is never withheld but where the general benefit demands it, Penal acts never gO : 
be ond the rigid necessity of the case; acts of mercy rise infinitely above all desert. 

"The above observations all suppose moral evil actually in the world, and infecting the whole 
‘human race; but'the origin of evil requires distinct’ consideration. How did moral evil arise, 
and how is this cireumstance: compatible with the Divine goodness? However these questions 
may be answered, it is to be remembered that though the answer should Jeave‘some difficulties 
in full force, they do not press exclusively upon the Scriptures. Independent:of'the Bible, the 
fact is that evil exists; and the Theist who admits the existence ofa God of infinite goodness, 
has as large a share of the difficulty of reconciling facts and principles on this subject as the 
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ption of man by Jesus Christ. ig ACRE. *, 
are the leading opinions which have bee Ne ; 
; the Manichean principle of duality, on istence 
o¢trine that God is the“efick t cause or author of sin; and © 
f the abuse of the moral freedom with which rational and account- 
pect to the first, as the necessity meant is independent 
tures are under the influence of this ne essity, and they 
of the nature of things itself, no virtue could now exist: from. £ 
teriorating principle begin its operati ion, and go on’ il all 
or could there be any return from vice to virtue, since the nature of 
on that supposition be counteracted, which i pa i ipsaper s - 3 
cely worth notice, since no one now advocates it. ‘This heresy, which — 
of the Christian world from the third-to the sixteenth century, seems 
been a modification of the ancient Magian doctrine superadded to some of the tenets 
of Christianity. Its leading principle was, that our souls were made by the good principle, 
and our bodies by the-evil one ; these two principles being, according to Mani the founder of 
the sect, coéternal and independent of each other. ‘These notions were supposed to afford an 
easy explanation of the origin of evil, and on that account were zealously propagated. It was 
however overlooked by the advocates of this scheme, that it left the difficulty without any 
alleviation at all; for “it is just as repugnant to infinite goodness to create what it foresaw 
would be spoi ) ier, a8 to create what would be spoiled by the constitution of its 
nature.” (3) aes Ped bx fag? tse 
The dogma whic God himself the efficient cause, or author of sin, is direct blasphemy, 
and it is one of those culpable extravagances into which men are sometimes betrayed bya > 
blind attachment to some favouri ory. This notion is found in the writings of some of - - 


“God is not the author of sin. A Calvinist who says so I negord as Judas, and will have no 

communion with him.” (4) |The general abandonment o l 

blamable, renders it unnecessary to enter into its refutation. If refutation were required it 

would be found in this, that the first pair who sinned were subjected to punishment for, and _ 
—, of sin; which they could not in justice have been, had not their crime been 
ge ee £e3 


The last opinion, and that which has been generally received by theologians, is, that moral — 
evil is the woaett of a vol itary abuse ‘of the eedoin of the will ientional and ‘moral agents ; 
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And haying this power, a power of choosing good and evil, he chose the - 
‘aio entered into the > world,’ » (5) 


, 


est gravissima qua author { um 

: rem esse peccati a creatura commissi, ut creaturam in eternum exitium, quod illi jam ante citra res- 
pectum. peccati destinaverat, Teme et deduceret : sic enim fuerit causa injustitie homini, ut ipsi eternam 
miseriam adferre posset. anc blasphemiam nemo Deo, quem bonum concipit, impinget: quare ellam 

’ Manichzi, pessimi hereticorum, quum causam mali bono Deo adscribere vererentur, alium Deum et alind 
principium statuerunt, cui mali causam deputarent. Qua de causa, nec ullis Doctoribus reformatarum — 
Ecclesiarum jure impingi potest, quod Dewm authorem peccati statuant exprofesso ; imo verissimum est — 
illos expresse id negare, et iam calumniam contra alios egregié confutasse. Attamen fieri potest, ut quis — 
Fi dal aliquod doceat, ex quo bona consequentia deducatur, Deum per illam doctrinam statwi 
authorem peccati, Hoc si fiat, tum quidem istius doctrine professoribus, 07 est impingendwm quod Deum 
authorem peccati faciant, sed tantum monendi ut doctrinam istam, unde id bona consequenta deducitur, si 


i t et abjiciant.” } 
(5) Wesley’s Sermons. - t 
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a law of obedience, which, if he had not had:the power to observe it, would have been absurd ; 
and that he had also the | to violate it, is equally clear from the prohibition mee which 
he was laid, and its accompanying penalty. The conclusion therefore is, that “God made 
man upright,” with power to remain so, and, on the contrary, to sin and fall. oe 
& or was this liberty to sin, inconsistent with that perfect purity and moral perfection with. 


‘which he was endowed at his creation. Many extravagant descriptions have been indulged — 


in by some divines as to the intellectual and moral endowments of the nature of the first man, 
which if admitted to the full extent, would render it difficult to conceive how he could possibly 
have fallen by any temptations which his circumstances allowed, or indeed how, in his_case,, 
temptation could at all exist. His state was high and glorious, but it was still a state not of 
reward but of trial, and his endowments and perfections were therefore suited to it. It is, 
indeed, perhaps going much too far to state, that all created rational beings, being finite, and 
endowed also with liberty of choice, must, under all circumstances, be liable to sin, It is 
argued by Archbishop King, that “God, though he be omnipotent, cannot make any created 
being absolutely perfect ; for whatever is absolutely perfect, must necessarily be self-existent : 
but it is included in the very notion of a creature, as such, not to exist of itself, but of God. 
An absolutely perfect creature, therefore, implies a contradiction; for it would be of itself, and 
not of itself, at the same time. Absolute perfection, therefore, is peculiar to God; and should 
he communicate his own peculiar perfection to another, that other would be God. Imperfec- 
tion must therefore be tolerated in creatures, notwithstanding the Diyine omnipotence and 
goodness ;—for contradictions are no objects of power. God indeed might have refrained from 
acting, and continued alone self-sufficient, and perfect to all eternity; but infinite goodness 
would by no means allow of this; and therefore since it obliged him to produce external 
things, which things could not possibly be perfect, it preferred these imperfect things to 
none at all; from whence it follows, that imperfection arose from the infinity of Divine 
goodness.” (6) 

This in part may be allowed. Imperfection must, in comparison of God, and of the creature’s 
own capacity of improvement, remain the character of a finite being; but it is not so clear that 
this imperfection must, at all times, and throughout the whole course of existence, imply liability 
to sin. God is free, and yet cannot “be tempted of evil.” _ ‘It is impossible for God to lie ;” 
not for want of natural freedom, but. because of an absolute moral perfection. Liberty, and im- 
peccability imply, therefore, no contradiction ; and it cannot, even on rational grounds, be con- 
cluded, that a free finite moral agent may not, by the special favour of God, be placed in 
circumstances in which sinning is morally impossible. Revelation undoubtedly gives this 


promise to the faithful, in another state; a consummation to be effected, not by destroying ° 


their natural liberty, but by improving their moral condition. This was not however the case 
with man at his first creation, and during his abode in paradise. His state was not that of the 
glorified, for it was probationary, and it was yet inconceivably advanced above the present 
state of man; since, with a nature unstained. and uncorrupted, it was easy for him to have 
maintained his moral rectitude, and to have improved and confirmed it. Obedience with him 
had not those-clogs, and internal oppositions, and outward counteractions, as with us. It was, 
however, a state which required watchfulness, and effort, and prayer, and denial of the appetites 
and passions, since Eve fell by her appetite, and Adam by his passion: and slight as, in the 
and lead man from God, might be, and easy to be resisted; it might become a step to a farther 
defection, and the nucleus of a fatal habit. Thus says Bishop Butler, with his accustomed 
acuteness: “Mankind, and perhaps all finite creature from the very constitution of their 
nature, before habits of virtue, are deficient, and in danger of deviating from what is right: 
and therefore stand in need of virtuous habits, for a security against this danger. For, together 
with the general principle of moral understanding, we have in our inward frame various affec- 
tions toward particular external objects. These affections are naturally, and of right, subject to 
_ the government of the moral principle, as to the occasions upon which they may be gratified ; 
as to the times, degrees and manner, in which fhe objects of them may be pursued: but then the 
principle of virtue can neither excite them, nor prevent their being excited. On the contrary, 
they are naturally felt, when the objects of them are present to the mind, not only before all 


consideration, whether they can be obtained by lawful means, but after it is found they can-- 
not. For the natural objects of affection continue so: the necessaries, conveniences, and — 


pleasures of life, remain naturally desirable; though they cannot be obtained innocently : nay, 


we 


b 


3 


first instance, every external influence which tended to depress the energy of the spiritual life, at 


re 
though they cannot possibly be obtained at all. And when the objects of an affection 
whatever cannot be obtained without unlawful means, but may be obtained by them: such 


affection, through its being excited, and its continuance some time in the mind, be it as inno- 
cent as it is natural and necessary ; yet cannot but be conceived to have a tendency to incline 
persons to venture upon such unlawful means: and, therefore, must be conceived as putting 
them in some danger of it. Now, what is the general security against this danger, against 
their actually deviating from right? As the danger is, so also must the security be, from with- 
in; from the practical principle of virtue. And the strengthening or improving this principle, 
considered as practical, or as a principle of action, aes lessen the danger, or increase the 


& 


(6) Origin of Evil. 
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"security against it, And this moral principle is capable of improvement, by proper discipline 
and exercise: by recollecting the practical impressions which example and experience have 
* made upon us: and, instead of following humour and mere inclination, by continually attend- 
mg to the equity and right of the case, in whatever we are engaged, be it in greater or less ~ 
matters, and accustoming ourselves always to act upomit; as being itself the just and natural 
motive of action, and as this moral course of behaviour must necessarily, under Divine govern- _ 
ment, be our final interest. Thus the principle of virtue, improved into habit, of which improvement . 
we are lhus cpa weil plainly be, in proportion to the strength of it, a security against thedanger 
which finite creatures are in, from the very nature of propension, or particular affections, ~— F 
“ From these things we may observe, and it will farther show this our natural and original 
need of being improved by discipline, how it comes to pass, that creatures made upright fall ; 
and that those who preserve their uprightness, by so doing, raise themselves to amore secure 
state of virtue. To say that the former is accounted for by the nature of liberty, is to say no 
more than that an event’s actually happening is accounted for by'a mere possibility of its 
happening. But it seems distinctly conceivable from the very nature of particular affections 
or propensions. For, suppose creatures intended for such a particular state of life, for which 
such propensions were necessary : suppose them endued with such propensions, together with 
moral understanding, as well including a practical sense of virtue, as a speculative perception 
of it; and that all these several principles, both natural and moral, forming an inward con- 
stitution of mind, were in the most exact proportion possible; 4. e. in a proportion the most 
exactly adapted to their intended state of life; such creatures would be made upright, or 
finitely perfect. INow, particular propensions, from their very nature, ae felt, the objects 
of them being present ; though they cannot be gratified at all, or not with the allowance of 
the moral principle. But if they can be gratified without its allowance, or by contradicting it ; 
then they must be-conceived to have some tendency, in how low a degree soever, yet some 
tendency, to induce persons to such forbidden gratification. This tendency, in some one par- 
ticular propension, may be increased, by the greater frequency of occasions naturally exciting 
it, than of occasions exciting others. The least voluntary mdulgence in forbidden circum- 
stances, though but in thought, will increase this wie tendency ; and may increase it 
farther, till, peculiar conjuactures perhaps conspiring, it becomes effect ; and danger of devi- 
ating from right, ends in actual deviation from it: a danger necessarily arising from the very 
nature of propension ; and which, therefore, could not have been prevented, though it might 
have been escaped, or got innocently through. ‘The case would be, as if we were to suppose 
a straight path marked out for a person, in which such a degree of attention would keep him 
steady: but if he would not attend in this degree, any one of a thousand objects, catching his 
eye, might lead him out of it. Now, it is impossible to say, how much even the first full 
overt act of irregularity might disorder the inward constitution, unsettle the adjustments, 
and alter the proportions, which formed it, and in which the uprightness of its make con- 
_ sisted: but repetition of irregularities would produce habits. And thus the constitution 
- would be spoiled ; and creatures made upright, become corrupt and depraved in their settled 
character, proportionably to their repeated irregularities in occasional acts. But, on the con- 
_ trary, these creatures might have improved and raised themselves to a higher and more 
"secure state of virtue, by the contrary behaviour : by steadily following the moral principle, 
supposed to be one part of their nature: and thus withstanding that unavoidable danger of 
defection, which necessarily arose from  propension, the other part of it. For, by thus pre- 
serving their integrity for some time, their danger would lessen ; since propensions, by being 
inured to submit, would do it more easily and of course: and their security against this 
lessening danger would increase; since the moral principle would gain additional strength 
< by exercise: both which things are implied in the notion of virtuous habits. Thus, then, 
__ vicious indulgence is not only criminal in itself, but also depraves the inward constitution and ; 
_ character. And virtuous self-government is not only right in itself, but also improves the 
inward constitution or character : avid may improve it to such a degree, that though we should 
suppose it impossible for particular affections to be absolutely coincident with the moral 
panei and consequently should allow, that such creatures as have been above supposed, 
__ would for ever remain defectible: yet their danger of actually deviating from right, may be 
almost infinitely lessened, and they fully fortified against what remains of it: if that may be 
_ called danger ‘against which there is an adequate effectual security. But still, this their 
_ higher perfection may continue to consist in habits of virtue formed in a state of discipline, 
and this their more complete security remain to proceed from them. And thus it is plainly 
~ conceivable, that creatures without blemish, as they came out ‘of the hands of God, may be in 
danger of going wrong; and so may stand in need of the security of virtuous habits, addi- 
tional to the moral principle wrought into their natures by him. "That which is the ground 
of their danger, or their want of security, may be considered as a deficiency in them, to which 
virtuous habits are the natural supply. Amd as they are naturally capable of bein, raised 
and improved by discipline, it may be a thing fit and requisite, that they should be placed in 
circumstances with an eye to it: In circumstances peculiarly fitted to be, to them, a state of 


discipline for their improvement in virtue.” (7) 


: (7) Analogy. 
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n td choose evil was essential; and as far as this fact bears upon the 

it resolves itself into this, “ whether it was inconsistent with 
ine Nature, te endow man with this liberty, or in other words to 
place him ia a state of trial on earth, before his admission inte that state from which the pos- 
ee ee To this, unassisted reason could frame no answer. By 
the aid of revelation we are assured, that benevolence is so abselutely the motive and the end 
of the Divine providence, that thus to dispese of man, and consequently to permit his volun- 


* slory, honour, immortality, and eternal life’ ‘The observations of Doddridge on this sub- 
ject, have a commend . = 
“Te will demanded, why was moral evil permitted? To this it is generally answer- 


* ed, that it e result of natural liberty ; and it was fit that e all the other classes 
beings, some should be ni i 


and onders houl formed possessed of this, as it laces to the harmony- 
of the universe, and variety of beings in it. Yet still itis replied, Why did 
not God 2? One would not willingly say, that he is not able to 
do it, of his creatures; nor, is it ible that any should prove 
this. It iscom peated u,. inane Ina aee bees er good. 
But it may be farther queried, Could he not have produced that greater good without such a 
means ? he not have among all his ¢reatures universal and universal 


happiness, in full consistency with the liberty he had given them? I acknowledge I see no 
way of answering this question but by saying, he had indeed a natural power of doing it, but 
te 


causes & sensible commotion and disturbance in us, upon the apprehension of some great evil, 
either threatening or oppressing another; pursuant to which, is said to be grieved-and 


that ‘his mercy is above the heavens ;? that it extends itself ‘ over all his works,—is laid up 
in store for a thousand generations, and is to endure for ever and ever:? to express the 


children, so the Lord pitieth them that fear him ;? nay, to the com assion of a mother toward 
her infant: ‘can a woman forget her sucking child, that she should not have compassion on- 


a ry become unnatural, yet God cannot prove unmerciful. vee 
ey the Scriptures every where magnify the mercy of God, and speak of it with all 


(8) Doddridge’s Lectures 
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for our chastisement, 
ctions by his comfort- 
es of our soul, and the 


has he. deferred by his forbearing mercy, oy, when it was nece 
mitigated and made light: how oft we have been supported in o 
ing mercy, and visited with the light of his countenance, in the ex! 

oominess of despair: how oft we have been supplied by his relieving mercy in our wants, 
and, when there was no hand to succour, and no soul to pity us, his arm has been stretched 
out to lift us from the mire and clay, and by a providential train of events, brought about our 
sustenance and support : and above all, how daily, how hourly; how inal. we offend 
against him, and yet, by the power of his pardoning mercy, we are still alive: for, considering 
the multitude and heinousness of our provocations, ‘it is of his mercy alone that we are not 
consumed, and because his conipassions fail not. Whoso is wise will ponder these things, 
and he will understand the loving kindness of the Lord?” (9) 


* —_—_—_ 


CHAPTER VIL 
Arrrisures or Gop.—Holiness. 


Tw creatures, holiness is conformity to the will of God, as expressed in his laws, and consists 
in abstinence from every thing which has been comprehended under the general term of sin, 
and in the habit and practice of righteousness. Both these terms are properly understood to 
include various principles, affections, and acts, which, considered separately, are regarded as 
vices or virtues; and, collectively, as constituting a holy or a polluted character. “Our concep- 
tion of holiness in creatures, both in its negative and its positive import, is therefore explicit; _ 
it is determined by the will of God. But when we speak of God, we speak of a being who is 
a law to himself, and whose conduct cannot be referred to a higher authority than his own. 
This circumstance has given rise to various opinions on the subject of the holiness of the Divine 
Being, and to different modes of stating this glorious attribute of his moral nature. But with- 
out conducting the reader into the profitless question, whether there is a fixed and unalterable 
nature and fitness of things, independent of the Divine will on the one hand ; or on the other, 
whether good and evil have their foundation, not in the nature of things, but only in the Divine 
will, which makes them such, there is a method, less direct it may be, but more satisfactory, 
of assisting our thoughts on this subject. 

It is certain that various affections and actions have-been enjoined upon all rational creatures 
under the general name of righteousness, and that their contraries have been prohibited. It 
is a matter also of constant experience and observation, that the good of society is promoted 
“ay by the one, and injured by the other; and also that every individual derives, by the very 
constitution of his nature, benefit and happiness from rectitude; injury and misery from vice. 
This constitution of human nature is therefore an indication, that the Maker and Ruler of men 
formed them with the intent that they should avoid vice, and practise virtue; and that the 
former is the object of his aversion, the latter of his regard. On this principle all the laws, 
which in his legislative character Almighty God has enacted for the government of mankind, 
have been constructed. “The law is holy, and the commandment holy, just, and good.” In 
the administration of the world, where God is so often seen in his judicial capacity, the punish- 
ments which are inflicted, indirectly or immediately upon men, clearly tend to discourage and 
prevent the practice of evil. ‘‘ Above all, the Gospel, that last and most perfect revelation of 
the Divine will, instead of giving the professors of it any allowance to sin, because grace has 
abounded, (which is an injurious imputation cast upon it by ignorant and impious minds,) its 
chief design is to establish that great principle, Ged’s moral purity, and to manifest his abhor~ 
rence of sin, and inviolable regard to purity and virtue in his reasonable creatures, It was for 
this he sent his Son into the world to turn men from their iniquities, and bring them back to 
the paths of righteousness. For this, the blessed Jesus submitted to the deepest humiliations 
and most grievous sufferings. He gave himself, (as St. Paul speaks) for his church, that he 
might sanctify and cleanse it, that he might present it to himself a glorious church, not having 
spot or wrinkle, but that it should be holy and without blemish: or, as it is elsewhere express- 
ed, he gave himself for us, to redeem us from our iniquities, and to purify unto himself a 
el people, zealous of good works. In all this he is said to have done the will of his 

ather, and glorified him, that is, restored and promoted in the world, the cause of virtue and 
righteousness, which is the glory of God. And his life was the visible image of the Divine 
sanctity, proposed as a familiar example to mankind, for he was holy, harmless, undefiled, and 
separate from sinners, He did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth. And as Chris- 
tianity appears, by the character of its author, and by his actioris and sufferings, to be a 
designed evidence of the holiness of God, or of his aversion to sin, and his gracious desire to 
turn men from it, so the institution itself is perfectly pure, it contains the clearest and most 
lively descriptions of moral virtue, and the strongest motives to the practice of it. It promises, 
as from God, the kindest assistance to men, for making the Gospel effectual to renew them in 
the spirit of their minds, and to reform their lives, by his Spirit sent down from heaven, om 


(9) Sermons, 
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purpose to convince the world of sin, and righteousness, and judgment. “To enlighten them 
who were in darkness, and turn the disobedient to the wisdom of the just, to strengthen its 
converts to true religion, unto all obedience and long suffering, and patience, to enable them to 
resist temptation, to abound in the fruits of righteousness, Seagyertocs holiness in the fear of 
God.” (1) %: é pees : 

Since, then, it is so manifest, that “the Lord loveth righteousness, and hateth iniquity,” it 
must be necessarily concluded, that this preference of the one, and hatred of the other, flow 
from some principle in his very nature. ‘That he is the righteous Lord.—Of purer eyes than 
ta behold evil,—one who cannot look upon iniquity’ This principle is holiness, an attribute, 
which, in the most emphatic manner, is assumed by himself, and attributed to him, both by 
adoring angels in their choirs, and by inspired saints in their worship. He is, by his own 
designation, “the Hoty One of Israel ;” the seraphs in the vision of the prophet, cry continu- 
ally, “Hoxy, Hoxy, Hoty, és the Lord God of Hosts, the whole earth is full of his glory,” thus. 
summing up all his glories in this sole moral perfection. The language of the sanctuary on 
earth is ‘borrowed from that of heaven. ‘“ Who shall not fear thee, O Lord, and glorify thy name, 
for thouonly art Hoxy.” ' : 

If then there is this principle in the Divine mind, which leads him to prescribe, love, and 
reward truth, justice, benevolence, and every other virtuous affection and habit in his creatures 
which we sum up in the term holiness; and to forbid,-restrain, and punish their opposites ; 
that principle being essential in him, a part of his very nature and Godhead, must be the spring 
and guide of his own condueaee thus we conceive without difficulty of the essential recti- 

-tude or holiness of the Divine Nature, and the absolutely pure, and righteous character of his 
administration: ‘In him there can be no malice, or envy, or hatred, or revenge, or pride, or 
cruelty, or tyranny, or injustice, or falsehood, or unfaithfulness; and if there be any thing 

besides which implies sin, and vice, and moral imperfection, holiness signifies that the Divine 

Nature is at an infinite distance from it.” (2) Nor are we only to conceive of this quality 

negatively, but positively also, as “the actual perpetual rectitude of all his volitions, and all 

the works and actions which are consequent thereupon; and an eternal propension thereto, 
and love thereof, by which it is altogether impossible to that will that it should ever vary.” (3) 

This attribute of holiness, exhibits itsélf in two great branchés, justice and truth, which are 


~ sometimes also treated of as separate attributes. 


_ Jusrice, in its principle, is holiness, and is often expressed by the term righteousness; but 
when it relates to matters of government, the universal rectitude of the Divine Nature shows 
itself in inflexible regard to what.is right, and in an opposition to wrong, which cannot be 
warped or altered in any degree whatever. ‘Just and right is he.” Justice in God, when it 
is not regarded as universal, but particular, is either legislative or judicial. ; 
Legislative justice determines man’s duty, and binds him to the performance of it, and also 

defines the rewards and punishments, which shall be due upon the creature’s obedience, or 
disobedience. This branch of Divine justice has many illustrations in Scripture. The prin- 
ciple of it is, that absolute right which God has to the entire and perpetual obedience of the 
creatures which he has made. This right is unquestionable, and in pursuance of it, all moral 
agents are placed under law, and are subject:to rewards or punishments. None are excepted. 
Those who have not God’s revealed law, have a law “written on their hearts,” and are “a 
law unto themselves.” The original law of obedience, given to man, was a law not to the 
first man, but to. the whole human race; for if, as the Apostle has laid it down, “ the whole 
world,” comprising both Jews and Gentiles, is “ guilty before God,” then the whole world is 
under a law of obedience. In this respect God is jusfin.asserting his own right to be obeyed, 
and in claiming, from the creature he has made and preserved, the obedience, which in strict 
righteousness he owes; but this claim is striotly limited, and never goes beyond. justice into 
rigour. ‘‘He is not a hard master, reaping where he has not sown, and gathering where he 
has not strowed.” His law is however unchangeable in its demand upon man for universal 
obedience, because man is considered in it as a creature capable of yielding that obedience ; 
but when the human race became corrupt, means of pardon, consistent with righteous govern- 
ment, were introduced, by the atonement for sin made by the death of Jesus Christ, received 
by faith; and supernatural aid was put within their reach, by which the evil of their nature ' 
might be removed, and the disposition and the power to obey the law of God imparted. The 
case of Heathen nations to whom the Gospel is not yet preached, may hereafter be considered. 
It involyes some difficulties, but it is enough for us‘to know, that “the Judge of the whole 
earth will do right ;” and that this shall be made apparent to all creatures, when the facts of 
the whole case shall be disclosed, ‘in the day of the revelation of Jesus Christ.” 
_ Judicial justice, more generally termed distributive justice, is that which respects rewards 
‘and punishments, God*renders to men, according to their-works. ‘This branch of justice is 
said to be remunerative, or premiative, when he rewards the obedient ; and vindictive, when he 
punishes the guilty. With respect to the first, it is indeed reward, properly speaking, not of 
debt, but of grace; for, antecedently, God cannot’be a debtor to his creatures; but, since he 
binds himself by engagements in his law, “this do and thou shalt live,” express or tacit, or 
attaches a particular promise of reward to some particular duty, it becomes a part of Justice to 


(1) Abernethy’s Sermons. (2) Tillotson, (3) Howe. 
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perform the engagement. On this principle also, St. Paul says, Heb. vi, 10, “God is not 
unrighteous to forget your work, and labour of love.—And if we confess our sins, he is faithful 
and just to forgive us our sins.” ‘Even this has justice in it. It is upon one account, the 

highest act of mercy imaginable, considering with what liberty and freedom the eourse and 
method were settled, wher ins come to be pardoned: but it is an act of justice also, inas- © 
much ‘as it is the observation of a method to which he had bound himself, and from which 
afterward, therefore, he cannot depart, cannot vary.” (3) ; 

Vindictive or punitive justicé, consists in the infliction of punishment. . It renders the punish- 
ment of unpardoned sin certain, so that no criminal shall escape; and it guarantees the exact 
proportion of punishment to the nature and cireumstances of the offence. Both these circum- 
stances are marked in numerous passages of Scripture, the testimony of which on this subject 
may be summed up in the words of Elihu; “for the work of a man shall he render unto him, 
and cause every man to find according to his ways, yea, surely God will not do wickedly, 
neither will the Almighty pervert judgment.” ae : t 

What is called commutative justice, relates to the exchange of one thing for another of equal 
value, and is called forth by contracts, bargains, and similar transactions among men; but 
this branch of justice belongs not to God, because of his dignity. “He hath no equal, there 

_ are none of the same order with him to make exchanges with him, or to transfer rights to him 
for any rights transferred from him.” ‘Our righteousness extendeth not to him, nor can man 
be profitable to his Maker.” The whole world of creatures is challenged and humbled by the 
question, “Who hath given him any thing, and it shall be recompensed to him again?” _~ : 

Strict impartiality is, however, a prominent character in the justice of God. “There is io _ 
respect of persons with God.” As on the one hand he hateth nothing which he has made, 
and cannot be influenced by prejudices and prepossessions; so on the other, he can fear no 
one, however powerful. No being is necessary to him, even as an agent to fulfil his plans, 
that he should overlook his offeaces ; no combination of beings can resist the steady and equal 

march of his administration. The majesty of his Godhead sets him infinitely above all such 
considerations. ‘The Lord our God is the God of gods, and Lord of lords, a great God, a 
ety and terrible, which regardeth not persons, neither taketh rewards.—He accepteth not 
: € person of princes, nor regardeth the rich more than the poer, for they are all the work of 
is hands.” ; ‘ “4 ‘ e) 

There are however many circumstances in the administration of the affairs of the world, — 

which appear irreconcilable to that strict and exact exercise of justice we have ascribed to 
God, as the supreme Ruler. These have sometimes been urged as objections, and the writers 
of systems of “natural religion” have often found it difficult to answer them. That has arisen 
from their excluding from such systems, as much as possible, the light of revelation; and on 
that account, much more than from the real difficulties of the cases adduced, it is, that their 
reasonings are often unsatisfactory. Yet if man is, in point of fact, under a dispensation of 
grace and mercy, and that is now in perfect accordance with the strictest justice of God’s 
moral government, neither his circumstances, nor the conduct of God toward him, can ever be 
judged of, by systems which are constructed expressly on the principle of excluding all such 
views as are peculiar to the Scriptures. In attempting it, the cause of truth has been injured 
rather than served; because a feeble argument has been often wielded, when a powerful one 
was at hand; and the answer to infidel objectors, has been partial, lest it should be said, that 
the full and sufficient reply was furnished, not by human reason, but by the reason, the wisdom 
of God himself, as embodied in his word. This is however little better than a solemn manner 
of trifling with truths which so deeply concern men. ‘ 

But let the two facts which respect the relations of man to God as the Governor of the world, 
and which stamp their character upon his administration, be both taken into account ;—that 
God is a just ruler,—and yet, that offending man is under a dispensation of merey, which 

rovides, through the sacrifice of Christ meritoriously, and his own repentance and faith 

instrumentally, for his forgiveness, and for the healing of his corrupted nature; and, a strong, 
and generally, a most satisfactory, light is thrown upon those cases which have been supposed 
most irreconcilable to an exact and righteous government. 

The doctrine of a future and general judgment, which alone explains so many difficulties in 
the Divine administration, is grounded solely on the doctrine of redemption, Under an admi- 
nistration of strict justice, punishment must have followed offence without delay. This is 
indicated in the sanction of the first law, ‘‘in the day thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely 
die,” a threat which, we may learn from Scripture, would have been executed fully, but for 
the immediate introduction of the Redeeming scheme. If we suppose the first pair to have 
preserved their innocence, and any of their descendants at any period to have become disobedient, 
they must have borne their own iniquity ; and punishment, to death and excision, must instantly 
have followed ; for, in the case of a Divine government, where the parties are God and a crea- 

_ ture, every sin must be considered capital, since the penalty of death is, in every case, the 
sentence of the Divine law, against transgression. Under such an administration, no reason 
would seem to exist for a general judgment at the close of the world’s duration. That has its 
reason in the circumstances of trial in which men are placed by the introduction of a method 
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whom he hath ordained,” and since also the final rewards of the rec neiled and x overed part 
rfeot exercise of justice in ihe 
present state, ; m 4 : Bot 2th ads 

We may learn therefore from this, aa a : 

1. That it is no impeachment of a righteous government, that e 
be the lot of great offenders, It may be part of a gracious administrat 
repentance by favour, or it may be designed to make their fall and final p 

marked; or it may be intended to teach the important lesson of the slight val 
advantages, separate from holy habits and a thankful mind, foley ie ee 
2. That it is not inconsistent with rectitude, that even those who are forgiven wae gone ed, 
those who are become dear to God, should be afflicted, and oppressed, since their defects, a 
omissions may require chastisement, and since also these are made the means of their ex 


ae 


t par: the labourers’ \e- 

yard seems designed to illustrate this. ‘To all, God will be able, at segkontng se 

be violated ; it will then 

appear, that “‘he-reaps not where he has not sown.” But the other prieiple: will have been 
ith my own 2? — 
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most grateful acknowledgments to its Author. Without this revelation, inde 
2 


‘imperfect and unsettled, The course of the world is to them a flow without a direction, move» © 


e reluctant measure. On these firm principles of justice and mercy, truth and goodness, 

every thing in private as well as public is conducted; and from these stable foundations, no 

_ change, no convulsion, can shake off the vast frame of human interests and concerns 

_ Allied to justice, as justice is allied to holiness, is the Truru of God, which manifesta 

of the moral character of God has also an eminent place in the inspired volume. His paths 
are said to be “merey and truth,”—his words, ways, and judgments, to be true and h 


; “ + 

(4) The accomplished Quinctilian may be given as an instance of this, and also of what the Apostle calls 
their sorrowing “without hope.” Yn pathetically lamenting the death of his wife and sons, he tells us, th to 
he had Jost all taste for study, and that every good parent would condemn him, if he employed his tongue fo 
any other purpose than to acouse the Gods, and testify against a Providence. ‘Quis enim bonus parens 
mihi ignoscat, ac non oderit hanc animi mei firmitatem, si quis in me est alius usus vocis, quam ut incusem 
deos, superstes ommium meorumi, nullam ferxas despicere providentiam tester ?’—Instit. Zab. 6. 
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sages, it is P 
veracity and faithfulness, both of which’ vege ascribe to God, with an emphasis and vigour of 

Bthce pick Shoe ae once their belief of the facts, their trust and confidence in them, and the 
importa they cons d the existence of sueh a being to hold in a system of 


tude. In this manner the true God stands contrasted with the {lying vanities” of the Heathen 
deities ; and in this his character of truth, the everlasting foundations of hig religion are laid. 
That changes not, because the doctrines taught in it are in themselves true withaut error, and 
can never be displaced by new and better discoveries ; it fails not, because every gracious 
promise must by him be accomplished ; and thus the religion of the Bible continues from age 
to age, and from day to day, as much a matter of personal experience as it ever was. In its 
doctrines, it can never become an antiquated theory, for truth ig eternal. In its practical 
application it can never become foreign to man, for it enters now, and must ever enter into 
his concerns, his duties, hopes, and comforts, to the-end of time. We know what is true as 
an object of belief, because the God of truth has declared it ; and we know what is faithful, 
and, therefore, the object of unlimited trust, because “he is faithful that hath promised.” 
Whether, therefore, in the language of the old diyines, we consider God’s word as “ declara- 
tory or promissory,” declaring “how things are or how they shall be,” or promising to us cer- 
tain benefits, its absolute truth is confirmed to us by the truth of the Divine Nature itself; it 
claims the undivided assent of our judgment, and the unsuspicious trust of our hearts; and 
presents, at once, a sure resting place for our opinions, and a faithful object for our confidence. 
Such are the adorable attributes of the ever-blessed God which are distinctly revealed to us 
in his own word; in addition to which there are other and more general ascriptions of excel- 
lence to him, which though, from the very. greatness of the subject, and the imperfection of: 
human conception and human language, they are vague and indeterminate, serve, for this 
$i Aexs0n, 43 heighten our conceptions of him, and to set before the humbled ang awed spirit 
ofrnan an overwhelming height and depth of majesty and glory. 
~ God is perfect. We are thus taught to ascribe to him every natural and moral excellence 
we can conceive ; and when we hePtond that we are to conclude, that if any nameless and 
‘anconceived glory be necessary t0 complete a perfection which excludes all deficiency ; which 
is capable of no pric A is unalterably full and complete—it exists in him. Every 
attribute in him is perfect in its kind, and is the most elevated of its kind, It is perfect in its 
degree, not falling in the least below the standard of the highest excellence, either in our con- 
ceptions, or those of angels, or in the possible nature of things itself. ‘These various perfec- 
tions are systematically distributed into incommunicable, as self-existence, immensity, eternity, 
ommiscience, omnipotence, and the like, because there is nothing in creatures which could be 
* signified by such names; no common properties of which these could be the common terms, 
and therefore, they remaim peculiarly and exclusively proper to God himself; and communt- 
cable, such as wisdom, goodness, holiness, justice, and truth, because, under the same names, 
they may be spoken of him and of us, though in a sense infinitely inferior, But all these 
erfections form the one glorious perfection and fulness of excellence which constitutes the 
Divine Nature. They are not accidents, separable from that nature, or superadded to it ; 
but they are his very nature itself, which is and must be perfectly wise and good, holy and 
just, almighty and all-sufficient. ‘This idea of positive perfection, which runs through the 
whole of Scripture, warrants us also to conclude, that, where negative attributes are ascribed 
29 
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is all-suffcient. This is another of those declarations of Se s, which exelt our 
vigws of Ged tio » mysterious, watounded, cd undefined emplde of ge deur. It is 
fection ; jer himself, so that he Is any to ‘ond Gapends upon no other being yamine 
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because infinite, i ted as constitutl : 
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This is “to see God” This is “to be for ever with the Lend. 
as in a glass, nepicrenvesied. then, and to bs ete et. a 
boundless progression and infinite appreximation, Yet, after it will be as tree, after 
countless ages spent in heaven itself, as ia the present state, that none by “searching can 
find owt » that is, “to perfection” He will then be “a God that hideth himself;” and ~ 
widely as the illumination may extend, “clouds and darkness will sull be round about him— 
tous name is exalied edove all Nessing and praise —Taine, O Lend, ts the greatness, and 
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s CHAPTER VIIE. 
Gop.—The Trinity in Unite. 


WE now a this great mystery of our faith, fer the declaration 
exclusively indebted to the Scriptures that not only is it Incapable ped sae 
derives no direct confirmatory evidence fromthe existence, and wise arly 
of the works of God. It stands, however, on the unshaken foundation of his own we 
testimony which he has given of himself'in both Testaments; and if we see no traces 
of his simple being and operative perfections, in the works of his creative power and wi 
the reason is that creation in itself could not be the medium of manifesting, or of 
it. ‘Some, it is true, have thought the Trinity of digjne persens in the Unity of the 
demonstrable by natural reason. Poiret and others, formerly, and Professor Nidd, recently, 
have all attempted to prove, not that this doctrine implies a contradiction, but that it cannot 
be denied without a contradiction ; and that it is impossible but that the Divine Nature should. 
so exist. The former endeavours to prove that neither creation, nor indeed any action in the 
Deity was possible, but from this tr-unity. But his arguments, were they adduced; would 
scarcely be considered satisfactory, even by those whose belief in the doctrine is most settled. 
The latter argues ffom notions of duration and space, which themselves have not hitherto: 
been satisfactorily established, and if they had, would yield but stight assistance in such an, 
investigation. This, however, may be said respecting such attempts, that they at least show, 
that men, quite as eminent for strength of understanding, and_logical acuteness, as any whe 
haye decried the doctrine of the Trinity as brational and contradictory, find no such eppo- 

sition in it to the reason, or to the nature of things, as the latter pretend to be almost sel&evi- 
‘dent. The very opposite conclusions reached by the parties, when they reason the matter 
by the light of their own intellect only, is a cireumstanee, it is true, which lessens our confi- 
dence in pretended rationa? demonstrations ; but it gives neither party a right to assume any 
thing at the expense of the other. Such failures ought, iy » to preduce in us & proper 
sense of the Inadequacy een powers to search the deep things of God; and they forei- 
bly exhibit the necessity of Divine teaching in every thing which to such subjects, and 
demand from us an entire docility of mind, where God himself has candeseended to become 
our instructer. : ; 


. 
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‘* More objectionable than the attempts which have been made to prove this mystery by mere 
argument, are pretensions to explain it ; whether, by what logicians call immanent acts of 
Deity upon himself, from whence arise the relations of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; or by 
assuming that the ‘Trinity is the same as the three “ essential primalities, or active powers in 
the Divine essence, power, intellect, and will,” (6) for which they invent a kind of personifi- 
- tation ; or, by alleging that the three persons are “ Deus seipsui intelligens, Deus a seipso 
intelleclus, et Deus a seipso amatus.” All such hypotheses either darken the counsel they 
would explain, by “ words without knowledge,” or assume principles, which, when expanded 
into their full import, are wholly inconsistent with the doctrine as'it is announced in the 
Scripture, and which their advocates have professed to receive. ; ies ‘ 

It is a more innocent theory, that rats and symbols of the mystery of the Trinity are found 
in various natural objects. From the Fathers, many have illustrated the trinity of persons in the 
same Divine Nature by the analogy of three or more men having each the same human nature ; 
by the union of two natures of man in one person ; by the trinity of intellectual primary facul- 
ties in the soul, power, intellect, and will, “ posse, scire, velle,” which they say are not three parts 
of the soul, “it being the whole soul que potest, que intelligit, et que vult ;” by motion, kee, 
and heat in the sun, with many others. Of these instances, however, we may observe, that 
even granting them all to be philosophically true, they cannot be proofs ; they are’ seldom, or 
but very inapplicably, illustrations ; and the best use to which they have ever been put, or of 
which they are indeed capable, is to silence the absurd objections which are sometimes drawn 
from things merely natural and finite, by answers which natural and finite things supply ; 
though both the objections and the answers often prove, that the subject in question is too 
elevated and peculiar to be approached by sucli analogies. Of these illustrations, as the 
have been sometimes called, Baxter, though inclined to make too much of them, well enoug 
observes,—‘“‘ It is one thing to show in the creatures a clear demonstration of this trinity of 
persons, by showing an effect that fully answereth it, and another thing to show such vestigia, 
adumbration, or image of it, as hath those dissimilitudes which must be allowed in any crea- 
ted image of God. ‘This is it which I am to do.” (7) This excellent man has been charged, 
perhaps a little too hastily, with adopting one of the theories given above, as his own view of 
the trinity, a trinity of personified attributes rather than of real persons. It must, however, 
be acknowledged, that he has given,some occasion for the allegation, but his conclusion is 
worthy of himself, and instructive to all:—‘‘But for my own part, as I unfeignedly account 
the doctrine of the Trinity the very sum and kernel of the Christian religion, (as exprest in 
our baptism,) and Athanasius his creed, the best explication of it that ever I read ; so I think 
it —_ unmeet in these tremendous mysteries to go farther than we have God’s own light to 
guide us.” (8) ot 3 

‘The term person has been variously taken. It signifies in ordinary language an individual 
substance of a rational or intelligent nature, (9) In the strict philosophical sense, it has been 
said, two or more persons would be two or more distinct beings. Ifthe term person were so 
applied to the trinity in the Godhead, a plurality of Gods would follow; while if taken in 
what hag been called a political sense, personality would be no more than relation, arising out 
of office. Personality in God is, therefore, not to be understood in either of the above senses, 
if respect be paid to the testimony of Scripture. God is one Being ; this is admitted on both 
sides. But he is more than one being in three relations; for personal acts, that is, such acts 
as we are used to ascribe to distinct persons, and which we take most unequivocally to cha- 
racterize personality, are ascribed to each. The Scripture doctrine therefore is, that the 
persons are not separate, but distinct ; that they “are united persons, or persons having no 
separate existence, and that they are so united as to.be but one Being, one God.” In other 
words, that the one Divine Nature exists under the personal distinction of Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost. : 

“The word person,” Howe remarks, “must nat to be taken to signify the same thing, when 
spoken of God and of ourselves.” That is, not in all respects. Nevertheless it is the only word 
which can express the sense of those passages, in which personal acts are unequivocally 
ascribed to each of the Divine subsistences in the Godhead, Perhaps, however, one may be 
allowed to doubt whether, in all respects, the term person may not be taken to signify ‘the 
same thing” in us and in God. It is true, as before observed, that three persons among men 
or angels, would convey the idea of three different and'separate beings; but it may be ques- 
tioned whether this arises from any thing necessarily conveyed in the idea of personality. We 
have been accustomed to observe personality only in connection with separate beings; but 
this séparation seems to be but a circumstance connected with personality, and not any thing 
which arises out of personality itself. Dr. Waterland clearly defines the term person, as it must be 
understood in thiscontroversy, tobe “an intelligentagent, having the distinct characters, I, THOU, 
uz.” ‘That one being should necessarily conclude one person only, is, however, what none can 
prove from the nature of things; and all that can be affirmed on the subject is, that 1t1s so In fact 
among all intelligent creatures with which we are acquainted. Among them, distinct persons are 


(6) “Potentia, Intellectus, et Voluntas,” or ‘ Potentia, Sapientia, et Amor.” Campanella, Richardus, 
and others, 
(7) Christian Religion. (8) Ibid. (9) Itis defined by Occam, “‘ Suppositum tntellectuale,” 


228 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. [PART 


in separate beings, but this separation of being is clearly an accident of personality ; for 
fe anette of rib forms epee of the idea of personality itself, which is confined 
to.a capability of perfornting personal acts. In God, the distinct persons are represented as 
having a.common foundation in one being : but this union also forms no part of the idea of person- 
ality, nor can -be proved inconsistent with it. ie ae of the union, it is granted, is mcom-, 
prehensible, andsois Deity himself, andevery essential attribute with which his natureisinvested. 
It has been said, that the term person is not used in Scripture, and some who believe the 
doctrine it, expresses, have objected to its use. ‘To such it may be sufficient to ‘reply, that 
provided that which is clearly stated in Scripture, be compendiously expressed me this: term, 
and cannot so well be expressed, except by an inconvenient periphrasis, it ought to be retained. 
They who believe such a distinction in the Godhead as amounts to a personal distinetion, will 
not generally be disposed to surrender a word which keeps up the force of the Scriptural idea ; and 
they who do not, object not to the term, but to the doctrine whichit conveys. Itis not, however, 
so clear, that there is not Scripture warrant for the term itself. Our translators so concluded, 
when in Heb. i, 3, they call the Son, “the express image” of the “person” of the Father. The 
original word is hypostasis ; which was undersienés by the Greek-Fathers tipi a person, 
though not, it is true, exclusively so used, (1) The sense of vrooraeis in this passage, must, 
however, be considered as fixed by the Apostle’s argument, by all who allow the Divinity of 
the Son of God. For the Son being called “the express image” of the Father, a distinction 
between the Son and the Father is thus eee vetat expressed; but if there be but one 
God, and the’ Son be Divine, the distinction here expressed cannot be a distinction of essence, 
and must therefore be a personal one. Not from the Father’s essence, but from the Father’s 
hypostasis or person, can he be distinguished. * This seems sufficient to have warranted.the use of 
hypostasis in the sense of person in the ea eee and to authorize the latter term in our 
own language. In fact, it was by the adoption of the two great theological terms oposetos and 
yroaracts that the early church at length reared up:impregnable barriers against. the two lead- 
ing heresies into which almost every: modification of error as to the person of Christ may be 
resolved. The former, which is compounded of opos the same, and sota substance, stood opposed 
to the Arians who denied that Christ was of the substance of the. Father, that is, that he was 
truly God; the latter, when fixed in the sense of person, resisted the Sabellian scheme, which 
allowed the Divinity of the Son and Spirit, but denied their proper personality. 


Among the leading writers in defence of the Trinity, there are some shades of difference in © 


opinion, as to what constitutes the wnity of the three persons in the Godhead. Doddridge 
thus expresses these leading differences among the orthodox: ; 

““Mr. Howe seems to suppose, that there are three distinct, eternal spirits, or distinct intelli- 
gent hypostases, each having his own distinct, singular, intelligent nature, united in such an 


inexplicable manner, as that upon account of their perfect harmony, consent and affection, to- 


which he adds their mutual self-consciousness, they may be called the one God, as properly as 
the different corporeal, sensitive, and intellectual natures united may be called one man. 

“Dr. Waterland, Dr. A, Taylor, with the rest of the Athanasians, assert three proper dis- 
tinct persons, entirely equal to, and independent upon each other, yet making up one and the 
same being ; and that, though there may appear many things inexplicable in the scheme, it is'to 
be charged to the weakness of our understanding, and not to the abst r of the doctrine itself. 

“ Bishop Pearson, with whom Bishop Bull also agrees, is of opinio 
Father is the fountain of the Deity, the whole Divine Nature is communicated from the Father 
to the Son, and from both to the Spirit, yet.so as that the Father and the Son are not separate, 
nor separable from the Divinity, but do still exist in it,«and are most intimately united to it. 
This was also Dr. Owen’s scheme.” (2). ; 

The last view appears to comport most exactly with the testimony of Scripture, which shall 
be presently adduced. ‘ 

Before we enter upon the examination of the scriptural proofs of the Trinity, it may be 
necessary to impress the reader with a sense of the émportance of this revealed doctrine; and 
the more so as it has been a part of the subtle warfare of the enemies of this fundamental 
branch of the common faith, to represent it as of little consequence, or as a matter of useless 
speculation. Thus, Dr. Priestley, “ All that can be said for it is, that, the doctrine, however 
improbable in itself, is necessary to explain some particular texts of Scripture; and that, if it 
had not been for those particular texts, we should have found no want of it, for there is neither 
any fact in nature, nor any one purpose of morals, which are the object and end of all religion, 
that requires it.” (3) ? 

The non-importance of the doctrine has been a favourite subject with its opposers in all 
ages, that by allaying all fears in the minds of the unwary, as to the consequences of the oppo- 
site errors, they might be put off their guard, and be the more easily persuaded ta part with 
“the faith delivered to the saints.” The answer is, however, obvious, 


(1) “ Nonnunquam vmegaats pro eo quod nos ovorav dicimus et vice versa vox ovota pro eo quod nos vrosaciy 
appellamus, ab ipsis accepta fuit.” Bishop Bull. Y-osaots, it ought, however, to be observed, was used in 
the sense of person, before the council of Nice, by many Christian writers, and, in the ancient Greek Lexi- 
cons, it is explained by rpoownoy, and rendered by the Latins persona. 


(2) Lectures. (8) History of Early Opinions. 
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1, The knowledge of God is fundamental to religion; and as we know nothing of him but what 
he has been pleased to reveal, and as these revelations have all moral ends, and are designed, 
to promote. piety and not to gr riosity, all that he has revealed of himself in particular, 
must partake of that character of { mental importance, which belongs to the knowledge of 
God in the aggregate. “This is life eternal, they might know thee, the only true God, and 
Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent.” Nothing, therefore, can disprove the fundamental im- 
portance of the Trinity in Unity, but that which will disprove it to be a doctrine of Scripture, 

2: Dr. Priestley allows, that this doctrine “is necessary to explain some particular texts of 
Serpture.” This alone = to mark its importance; especially as it can be shown, 
that these “ particular texts of Scripture” comprehend a verge e portion of the sacred volume ; 
that they are scattered throughout eo ofboth Testaments; that they are not 
incidentally introduced only, but solemnly laid down as revelations of the nature of God; and 
that they manifestly give the tone both to the thinking and the phrase of the sacred writers on 
many other weighty subjects. That which is necessary to explain so many passages of holy 
writ; and without which, they are so incorrigibly unmeaning, that the Socinians have felt 
themselves obliged to submit to their evidence, or to expunge thenr from the inspired record, 
carries with it an importance of the highest character. . So important, indeed, is. it, upon the 
showing of these opposers of the truth themselves, that. we can only preserve the Scriptures 


‘by admitting it ; for they, first by excepting to the genuineness of certain passages, then by 


questioning the inspiration of whole books, and, finally, of the greater part, if not the whole 
New Testament, have nearly left themselves as destitute of a revelation from God, as Infidels 
themselves.. No homage more expressive has ever been paid to this doctrine, as the doctrine 
of the Seriptures, than the liberties thus taken with the Bible, by those who have denied it ; 
no stronger proof can be offered of its importance, than that the Bible cannot be interpreted upon 
any substituted theory, they themselves being the judges. se 


3. It essentially affects our views of God as the object of our worship, whether we regard 
him as one in essence, and one in person, or admit that in the unity of this Godhead there are 


three equally Divine persons. These are two very different conceptions. Both cannot be true. 


The God of those who deny the Trinity, is not the God of those who worship the Trinity in 
Unity, nor on the contrary’; so that one or the other worships what is “ nothing in the world ;” 
and, for any reality in the object of worship, might as well worship a Pagan idol, which also, 


-says St. Paul, “is nothing in the world.” “IfGod be Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, the 
_ duties. owing to God will be duties owing to that triune distinction, which must be paid accord- 


ingly; and whoever leaves any of them out of his idea of God, comes so far short of hon- 
ouring God perfectly, and of serving him in proportion to the manifestations he has made’ of 


" himself.” (4) i 


As the object of our worship is affected by our respective views on this great subject, so also 
its character. We are betwixt the extremes of pure and acceptable devotion, and of gross and 
offensive idolatry, and must run to one or the other. If the doctrine of the Trmity be true, 
then those who deny it-do not worship the God of the Scriptures, but a fiction of their own 
framing ; if it be false, the Trinitarian, by paying Divine honours to the Son and to the Holy 
Ghost, is equally guilty of idolatry, though in another mode. GT 

Now it is. surely important to determine this; and which is the most likely to have fallen 
into this false and corrupt worship, the very prima facie evidence may yi a :—the Trini- 
tarian, who has the letter, and plain common-sense interpretation of Scripture for his warrant ;—— 
or he who confesses, that he must resort to all the artifices of criticism, and boldly challenge 
the inspiration of an authenticated volume, to get rid of the evidence which it exhibits against 
him, if taken in its first-and most obvious meaning. (5) It is not now attempted to prove the 
Socinian heresy from the Seriptures; this has long been given up, and the main effort of all 
modern writers on that side has been directed to cavil at the adduced proofs of the opposite 
doctrine. They are, as to Scripture argument, wholly on the defensive, and thus allow, at 
least, that they have no direct warrant for their opinions. We acknowledge, ma that the 
charge of idolatry would lie against us, could we be proved/in error ; but they seem to forget, 
that it lies against them, should they be in error; and that they are in this error, they them- 
selves tacitly acknowledge, if the Scriptures, which they now, in great measure, reject, must 
determine the question. On that authority, we may unhesitatingly account them idolaters, 
worshippers of what “is nothing in the world ;” and not of the God revealed in the Bible. (6) 
‘Thus, the only hope which is left to the Socinian, is held on the same tenure as the hope of 
the Deist,—the forlorn hope that the Scriptures, which he rejects, are not true; for if those 
texts they reject, and those books which they hold of no authority, be established, then this 
whole charge, and its consequences, lie full against them. 


(4) Waterland. ‘gp Og eee ee : 

(8 St. Paul says, that all Scripture is given by inspiration of God; but Dr. Priestley tells us, that this 
signifies nothing more, than that the books were written by good men, with the best views and designe F 

(6) To this purpose, Witsius, who shows that, there can be neither religion nor worship, unless the Trinity 
be acknowledged. “ Nulla etiare religio est, nisi quis verum Deum colat ; non colit verum Deum, sed pees 
sui figmentum, qui non adorat in zquali divinitatis majestate Patrem, Filium, ct Spiritum Sanctum, 
nunc, et doctrinameam ad prazin inutilem esge clama, sine qua nulla Fidez aut, Pietatis Christiane prazis 
ease potest.” 
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Dr. Priestley objects, “that no fact in nature, nor any one purpose of morals, requires 
this agheeas he Bit part of the ee is futile.and trifling, if he meant that the facts 
of nature do not requiresthis doctrine for their philosophical illustration ; for who seeks ae 
explication of natural phenomena. in theological doctrines? But there 1s one view, in whie 
even right views of the facts of nature depend upon proper views of the Godhead. All nature 
has a theological reason, and a theological end; and its interpretation in these respects, rests 
wholly upon the person and office of our Lord. All things were made by the Son and for him ; 
a theological view of the natural world, which is large or contracted, emphatic or spiritless, 
according to the conceptions which we form of the Son of God, “by whom, and for whom, 
it was built, and is preserved. The reason why the present circumstances of the mn 
world, are, as before shown, neither wholly perfect, nor without large remains of origina 

erfection; neither accordant with the condition of condemned, nor of innocent creatures; 

uit adapted only to such a state of man as the redeeming scheme supposes; cannot, on the 
Socinian hypothesis, be discovered: for that redeeming scheme depends for its character upon 
our views of the person of Christ. Without a settled opinion on these points, we are there- 
fore, in this respect also, without the key to a just and full.explanation of the theological cha- 
racter of our present residetice, the world. « a atts a 

Another relation of the natural world to theology, lies in its duration. It was made for 
Christ; and the reason which determines that it shall be burned up centres in him. He is 
appointed judge, and shall terminate the present scene of things, by destroying the frame of, 
the visible universe, when the probation of its inhabitants shall have expired. I beg the reader 
to turn to the remarks before made on the reason of a general judgment being found in the 
fact, that man is under grace and not strict Jaw ; and the argument offered to show, that if we 
were under a covenant of mere obedience, no cause for such an appointment, ‘as that of a 
general judgment, would be obvious. If those views be correct, then the reason, both of 
a general judgment and the final destruction of the world, is to be found in the system of 
redemption, and consequently in such views of the person of Christ, as are not found in the 
Socinian scheme. ‘The conclusion therefore is, that as ‘to facts in nature,” even they are 
intimately connected, in several very-important respects, which no wise man can overlook, 
with the doctrine of thé Trinity. Socinianism cannot explain the peculiar physical state of 
the world as connected with a state of trial; and the general judgment, and the “end of all 
things,” bear no relation to its theology. ; ; 

The connection of the orthodox doctrine with morals is, of course, still more direct and 
striking ; and dim must have been that intellectual eye which could not discern, that, grant- 
ing to the believers in the Trinity their own principles, its relation to morals is vital and 
essential. Whether those principles are supported by the Scripture, is another considera- 
tion. If they could be disproved, then the doctrine ought to be rejected on a higher ground 
than that here urged; but to attempt to push it aside, on the pretence of its having no con- 
nection with morals, was but a very unworthy mode of veiling the case. For what are 
“ morals,” but conformity to a divine law, which law must take its character frorf its author ? 
The Trinitarian scheme is essentially connected with the doctrine of atonement; and what 
is called the Unitarian theory necessarily excludes atonement. From this arisé opposite 
views of God, as the Governor of the world; of the law under which we are placed ; of the 
nature and c quences of sin, the violation of that law; points which have an essential 
relation to morals, ‘because they affect the nature of the sanctions which accompany the law 
of God. He who denies the doctrine of the Trinity, and its necessary adjunct the atonement, 
makes sin a matter of comparatively trifling moment , God is not strict to punish it; and if 
punishment follow, it isnot eternal. Whether, under these soft and easy views of the law of 
_ God, and of its transgression by sin, morals can have an equal sanction, or human conduct 

be equally restrained, are points too obvious to be argued ; but a subject which involves views 
of the judicial character of God so opposite, and of the evil and penalty of offence, must be 
considered.as standing in the most intimate relation with every question of morals. It is pr 
sumed, too, mo objection, that faith, or, in other words, a firm belief in the testimony of 
God, is no part of morality. It is, however, sufficient to place this matter ina very different light 
if we recollect that, to believe, is so much a command that the highest sanction is connected 
with it, “He that Welieveth shall be saved, and he that believeth not shall be damned.” 
Nothing, therefore, can be more important to us than to examine, without captiousness and 
the spirit of unbelief, what God hath revealed as the object of our faith, since the rejection of 
any revealed truth, under theNinfluence of pride, whether of the: reason or the heart: or 

J : oy ; 
a ie affectation of independerive: or love of the world; or any other corrupt motive; 
must be certainly visited with punishment: the law of faith having the same authority, and 
the same sanction, as the law of works. It is, therefore, a point of duty to believe, because it 
is a point of obedience, and hence St. Paul speaks of “the obedience of faith.” For'as it-has 
been well observed, “ As to the nature of faith, it is a matter of obligation, as being that natu- 
ral homage which the understanding or will pays to God in re 


’ : J od ceiving and assenting to what 
he reveals upon his bare word or authority. It is a humiliation of ourselves, and a glorification 
of God.” (7) It may be added, too, that faith, which implies a submission to God, is an im 


portant branch also of discipline. 


(7) Norris on Christian Prudence, 
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e objection, that there can be no faith where there is not sufficient evidence to command 

not affect this conclusion. For when once the evidence of a divine revelation is admit- 
, our duty to receive its doctrines does not rest upon the rational evidence we may have of 
eir truth; but upon the much easier and plainer evidence, that they are among the things 
actually revealed. He, therefore, who admits a divine revelation, and rejects its doctrines, 
because he has not a satisfactory rational evidence of them, is more obviously criminal in his 
unbelief than he who rejects the revelation itself, for he openly debates the case with his 
Maker, a circumstance which indicates, in the most striking mamner, a corrupt habit of mind. 
It is, indeed, often pretended, that such truths are rejected, not so much on this account, as 
that they do not appear to be the sense of the revelation itself. But this cannot be urged b 
those who openly lay it down as a principle, that a true revelation can contain nothing whic 
to them appears unreasonable; or that if it does, they are bound by the law of their nature 
not toadmitit. Nor will it appear to be any other than an unworthy and dishonest pretence 
in all cases where such kinds of criticism are resorted to, to alter the sense.of a text, or to dis- 
prove its authority, as they would not allow in the case of texts supposed, by.a partial con- 
struction, to favour their own opinion; or such as would be condemned by all learned and 
sober persons as hypercritical and violent, if applied to any other writings. It may also be 
added, that should any of the great qualities required in a serious and honest inquirer after 
truth have been uncultivated and unapplied, though a sincere conviction of the truth of an 
erroneous conclusion may exist, the guilt of unbelief would not be removed by such kind ot 
sincerity. If there has been no anwiety to be right ; no prayer, earnest and devout, offered to 
God, to be kept from error; if an humble sense of human liability to err has not been main- 
tained ; if diligence in looking out for proofs, and patience and perseverance in inquiry, have 
not been exerted ; if honesty in balancing evidence, and a firm resolution to embrace the truth, 
whatever prejudices or interests it may contradict or oppose, have not been felt; even sin- 
cerity in believing that to be true, which in the present state of a judgment determined, pro- 
bably, before all the means of information have been resorted to, and, perhaps, under the 
perverting influences of a worldly or carnal state of mind, may appear to be so, will be no 
excuse. We are under “a law of faith,” and that Jaw cannot be supposed to be so pliable 
and nugatory, as they who contend for the right of believing only what they please, would 
make it. - a 3 

These observations will show the connection of the doctrine of the Trinity with morals, the 
point denied by Dr. Priestley. 

But, toleave this objection for views of a larger extent; our love to God, which is the sum 
of every duty, its sanctifying motive, and consequently a compendium of all true religion, is 
most intimately and even essentially connected with the doctrine in question. God’s love to 
us is the ground of our love te him; and by our views of that, it must be heightened or dimi- 
nished. The love of God to man in the gift of his Son is that manifestation of it on which the 
Scriptures most emphatically and frequently dwell, and on which they establish our duty of 
loving God and one another.. Now the estimate which we are to take of the love of God, must 
be the value of his gifts to us. His greatest gift is the gift of his Son, through whom alone we 
have the promise of everlasting life; but our estimate of the love which gives must be widely 
different, according as we regard the gift bestowed,—as a creature, oras a Divine person,—as 
merely a Son of man, or as the Sonof God. Ifthe former only, it is difficult to conceive in 
what this love, constantly represented, as “unspeakable” and astonishing, could consist. In- 
deed, if we suppose Christ to be a man only, on the Socinian scheme, or as an exalted creature, 
according to the Arians, God might be rather said to have “so loved his Son” than us, as to send 
him into the world, on a service so honourable and which was to be followed by so high and 
vast a reward, that he, a creature, should be advanced to universal dominion and receive uni- 
versal homage as the price only of temporary sufferings, which, upon either the Socinian or 
Arian scheme, were not greater than those which many of his disciples endured after him, and, 
in many instances, not so great. (7) SE ESOL OE al ‘ 

For the same reason, the doctrine which denies our Lord’s divinity diminishes the love of 
Christ himself, takes away its generosity and devotedness, presents it under views infinitely 
below those contained in the New Testament, and weakens the motives which are drawn from 
it to excite our gratitude and obedience. “If Christ was in the form of God, equal with God, 
and very God, it was then an act of infinite love and condescension in him to become man ; 
but if he was no more than a creature, it was no surprising condescension to embark in a work 
so glorious; such as being the Saviour.of mankind, and such as would advance him to be Lord 
and Judge of the world, to be admired, reverenced, and adored, both by men and angels.” (8) 
To this it may be added, that the idea of disinterested generous love, such as the love of Christ 


(7) “Equidem rem attentits perpendenti liquebit, ex hy pothesi sive Sociniant, sive Ariana, Deum in hoe 
negotio amorem et dilectionem suam potius in illum ipsum filium, quam erga nos homines ostendisse. Quid 
enim? Is qui Christus dicitur, ex mera Dei evdoxta et beneplacite in eam gratiani electus est, ut post brevem 
hic in terris Deo przstitam obedientiam, ex puro puto homine juxta Socinistas, sive ex mera et mutabili 

creatura, ut Ario-manite dicunt, Deus ipse fieret, ac divines honores, non modo a nobis hominibus sed etiam 
ab ipsis angelis atque archangelis sibi tribuendos assequeretur, adeoque in alias creaturag omnes dominium 
atque imperium obtineret.”—Bull. Jud. Eccl, Cathol. 

(8) Waterland’s Importance, 
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are 
“Bat it iS not only A this view that the denial of the divinity of our Lord would alter the 
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on. IF it 
said that God might accept it as he pleased, it may be said upon the same principle, that he 
might aceopt the Nood of bulls and of goats. Yet the Apostle tells us that & is nat possi 
that the beod qf hls dad yf goats should take away sys which wards resolve the sa 


Gaa’s free acceptance, but inte the trirasic value of the sacrifice.” (1) Henoe 
So constantly connect the atonement with the character,—the very @iviady of 
Ins. RS Jehooah who was pierced, Zech. xii, 11; Ged who purchased the 
chureh atta Acts xx, 28. It was © Asrrerge the Aigh Lend, that bought us, 
2 Pet i, 1. Ik was the Berd ef glory that was erwified, 1 Condi. 

Ttis no small presumption of the hnpossibility of holding, with any support from the cammon 
sense of mankind, the dottrine df atanement with that of an inféxior divinity, that these 
opinions hive so uniformly stided down into & total denial of it, and by almost all persons, 
except thass Who have retained the pure Lith of the Gospel, Christ is regarded as a man only ; 
and no atonement, in any sense, is allowed to have been made by his death. ‘The terms, then, 
of hmman vlvation are entirely diffrent on one scheme and on the other; and with respect to 
their advoeates, one is “undor law,” the other Sander grvee 3” one takes the cause of his own 
salvation into his own hands to manage it as he is able, and to plead with God, either that he 
is Just, or that he may be justified by his own penitence and acts of obedient virtue ; the other 

ads the meritorious death and itereession af his Saviouy, in his name and mediation makes 
is requests Knowh wito God, and asks a justification by faith, and a venewal of heart by the 


One stands with all his offenees before his Maker, and in his own Wwith- — 


out & mediator and advooate; the other ayails himself af both. A question which involves 
such consequences, is surely not a speculative one; but déeply practioal and vital, and must 
he found ta be so in its final issue. * 

~ 2. The manner in which the evil of'sin is estimated must be very different, on these — 

ine Nature respectively ; and this is a consequence ofa directly practical nature, W 

ever lowers in men a sense of what an Apostle calls © th8 exceeding sinfulness of sin,” weakens 
the hatred and horror of it among med, and by consequence encourages it, Tn the Socinian 
view, transgressions of the Divine law are all regarded as venial, or, at most, to be.subjected 
to slight and temporary punishment, In the orthodox doctrine, sin is an evil so great in itself, 
so hatefal to God, so injurious in its effeets, so necessary to be restrained by punishment; that 
it dooms the offender to eternal exclusion front God, and to positive endless punishment, and 
could only be forgiven through a sacrifice of atonement, so extraordinary as that of the death 
of the divme Son of Ged. By these means, forgiveness only could be promised; and the 
neglect of them, m order to pardon and sanctification too, aggravates the punishment, and 
makes the final visitation of justice the more terrible. ; 

~& It totally changes the character of Christian experience, ‘Those strong and painful 
emotions of sorrow and alarm, which characterize the deseriptions and example of REPENTANCE 
in the Seriptares, are totally incongruous and uncalled for, upon the theory which denies man’s 
lest condition, and his salvation by a process of redemption, Favrn, too, undergoes an essen- 
tial change. It is no longer faith i Christ, His doctrine or his mission are its objects; but 
not, as the New ‘Testament states it, his person as Q surety, a sacrifiea, a mediater; and much 
less than any thing else can it be called, im the language of Scripture, “faith in his BLOOD,” a 
phrase utterly incapable ofan interpretation by Socinians, Nor isit possible to offer up PRAYER 
to God in the name “tn tel though expressly enjoined upon his disciples, in any sense which, 
would not justify all the idolatry of the Roman Church, in availing themactres of the names, 


(9) Defence of Silling feat, (1) Waterland’s Tiacarcad = “We 4 
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the interests, and the merits of saints. In‘a Socinian, this would even.be more inconsistent, 
because he denies the doctrine of mediation in any sense which would intimate, that a beneyo- 
lent God may not-be immediately approached by his guilty but penitent creatures. Love to 
{and experimental Christianity, changes 
also its character. It cannot be supreme, for that would be to break the first and great command, 
“Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart,” if Christ himself be not that Lord 
our God. It must be love of thé same kind we feel to creatures from whom we-have received, 
any benefit, and a passion, therefore, to be guarded and restrained, lest it should become 
excessive and wean our hearts and thoughts from God. But surely it is not under such views 
that love to Christ isrepresented in the Scriptures ; and against its excess, as against creaturely 
attachments, we have certainly nd admonition, no cautions. The love of Christ to us also as 
& motive to generous service, sufferings, and death, for the sake of others, loses all its force and 
lication. “The love of Christ constraineth us; for we thus judge, that if one died for all, 
en were all dead.” That love of Christ which constrained the Apostle was a love which led 
him te die for men. St. John makes the duty of dying for our brother obligatory upon all 
Christians, if called to it, and grounds it upon the same fact. “He laid down his lifé for us, 
and we ought to lay down our lives’for our brethren.” - The meaning, doubtless, is in order to 
save them; and though men are saved by Christ’s dying for them, in a very different sense 
mm that in which they can be saved by our dying in the cause of instructing, and thus 
1 entally saving each other ; yet the argument is founded upon the necessary connection 
which there is between the death of Christ and the salvation of mén. But, on the Socinian’ 
scheme, Christ did, in no sense, die for men, no, not in their general mode of interpreting such 


- passages, ‘for the benefit of men :” for what benefit, independent of propitiation, which Socinians 


deny, do men derive from the voluntary death of Christ, considered as a mere human instructer? 
If it be said his death was an example, it was not specially and peculiarly so; for both Prophets 
and Aposties have died with resignation and fortitude. If it be alleged, that it was to confirm 
his doctrine, the answer is, that, in this view, it was nugatory, because it had been confirmed 
by undoubted miracles. If that he might confirm his mission by his resurrection, this might 
as well have followed from a natural as from a violent death; and besides the benefit which 
men derive from him, is, by this notion, placed in his resurrection, and not in his death, which 
is always exhibited in the New Testament with marked and striking emphasis. The motive 
to generous sacrifices of ease and life, in behalf of men, drawn from the death of Christ, have, 
therefore, no existence whenever his Godhead and sacrifice are denicd. ¢ 

4. The general and habitual exercises of the affections of rrust, HoPpE, Joy, &c, toward 
Christ, are all interfered with by the Socinian doctrine. This has, in part, been stated; but 
“if the Redeemer were not omnipresent and omniscient, could we be certain that he always 
hears our prayers, and knows the source and remedy of all our miseries? If he were not all- 
merciful, could we be certain he must always be willing to pardon and relieve us? If he were 
not all-powerful, could we be sure that he must always be able to support and strengthen, to 
enlighten and direct us? Of any being less than God, we might suspect that his purposes. 


» might waver, his promises fail, his existence itself, perhaps, terminate ; for of every created 


being, the existence must be dependent and terminable.” (2) 

The language too, I say not of the Church of Christ in all ages, for that has been formed upon 
her faith, but of the Scriptures themselves, must be altered and brought down to these inferior 
views. No dying saint can say, “ Lord Jesus, receive my spirit,” if he be a man like ourselves ; 
and the redeemed neither in heaven nor in earth, can dare to associate a creature so with God 
in divine honours and solemn worship, as to unite in the chorus, “ Blessing, and honour, and 
glory, and power, be unto uim that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb, for ever!” 

The same essential changes must be made in the doctrine of Divine agency in the heart of 
man, arid in the church, and the same confusion introduced into the language of Scripture. 
“Our salvation by Christ does not consist only in the expiation of our sins, &c, but in commu- 
nication of Divine grace and power, to renew and sanctify us: and this is every where in 
Scripture attributed to the Holy Spirit, as his peculiar office in the economy of man’s salvation : 
it must therefore make a fundamental change in the doctrine of Divine grace and assistance, to 
deny the divinity of the Holy Spirit. For can 4 creature be the universal spring and fountain 
of Divine grace and life? Can a.finite creature be a kind of universal soul to the whole Christian 
Church, and to every sincere member of it? Can a creature make such close application to 
our minds, know our thoughts, set bounds to our passions, inspire us with new affections and 
desires, and be more intimate to us than we are to ourselves? If a creature be the only instru- 
ment and principle of grace, we shall soon be tempted either to deny the grace of God, or to 
make it only an external thing, and entertain very mean conceits of it. All those miraculous 
gifts which were bestowed upon the Apostles and primitive Christians, for the edification of 
the church; ail the graces of the Christian. life, are the fruits of the Spirit. ‘The Divine Spinit 
is the principle of immortality in us, which first gave life to our souls, and will, at the last day, 
raise our dead bodies out of the dust; works which sufficiently proclaim him to be God, and 
which we cannot heartily believe, in the Gospel notion, if he be not.” (3) All this has been 


"felt so forcibly by the deniers of the divinity of the Holy Spirit, that they have escaped only 


(@ Dr. Graves’s Scriptural Praofs of the Trinity. (3) Sherlock’s Vindication. 
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church should have been purposely: made the gate of the worst and 
error ever introduced among mankind,—irust and worship in creatures as God ; 
a a darimess and moral desolation over the whole Pagan world! 
said that the question is hegged, that more is taken for granted than- 
2 aeteenaee will ~ AG for this argument does not rest at all upon what the deniers of our 
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: en Socinian principles, they o. more noe unr ly expressed than any in the 
“they can, on no account, be considered a Divine revelation, not because of their 
 arakey are not obscure, Bek because termg are used in them which convey a sense” 
Gifferent from what the writers intended, if indeed they were Socinians, But their evidences 
prove them te be a revelation of truth from the God of truth, and they cannot therefore be so 
‘Written as to lead men, who use only ordinary care, into fundamental error; and the conckasian 
therefore must Inevitably be, that if we must admit either on the one hand what is so de! 
tory te the Scriptures, and so subversive of all confidence in — or, on the other, that the, 
@ocirine of the divinity of the Son and Holy Spirit is there explicitly taught, there is no oan 
hetween absolute infidelity and the acknowledgment of our Lord *s divimity ; and indeed, to 
the representation of a great divine, it is rather to rave than to reason, to. ‘suppose that 
beowhom the Scriptures teach us to regard as the Saviour-of our souls, and as. wisdom, ’ 
righteousness, sanctification, and redemption; he who hears our prayers and is present 
‘with his Church throughout the world, who sits at the right hand of God, in the glory of his 
Father, and who shall come at the last day, in glory and majesty, accompanied with minis- 
See see's, to Joize all mankind and to bring to light the vory secrets of the eir hearts, should 
Seti or A created Being of any kind (2) 3 


® ie WPS tribaitur, Seohoyenw nacessario sapponit, jj mae Omnino statuit. Quid enim? 
Messiam Sive Circa ‘Christam predicant secre nostre htere et ere ch gay wh omnes, qui sit animarum 
snameiator, on nobis Sit sapientia, justivia, sanctificatio et redemptio—qui preces suorum, ubivis sacrosanc- 
tom éjas nomen imvocantiam, Hllico exaudiat—qui ecclesi# ste per universum terrarum orbem di te; 5 
semper presto Sit—gai Deo Pati, cvrGoove:, et in eadem sede collocatus sit—qui denique, in 1 mundi, 
wsnmenst gloria et majestate reftlgens, angelis ministris stipatus, veniet orbem judicaturus, non modo facta 
crania, sed et cords Secreta Gamma gaotguat fuere hominum in lucem proditurus, &c. Heccine omnia in 4 
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_Telose this’ view of the importance of the doctrine of the Trinity with the observations of 
Dr. Waterland. : cate aly MBL : j 
“While we consider the doctrine of the Trinity as interwoven with the very frame and 
texture of the Christian religion, it appears to me natural to conceive that the whole scheme 
and economy: of man’s redemption was laid with a principal view to it, in order to bring man=. 


_ kind gradually into an acquaintance with the three Divine persons, one God blessed for ever. 


I would speak with all due modesty, caution, and reverence, as becomes us always in what 


. concerns the unsearchable councils of heaven: but I say, there appears tome none 80 natural, 


or so probable an account of the Divine dispensations, from first to last, as what I have just 
mentioned, namely, that sucha redemption was provided, such an expiation for sins required, 
such a method of sanctification appointed, and then revealed, that so men might know that 
there are three divine persons, might be apprized how infinitely the world is indebted to 


them, night accordingly be both instructed and inclined to love, honour, and adore 
them here, because that must be a considerable part of their employment and happiness 
hereafter.” (5). . f a 


_ In order to bring this great controversy-in such an order before the reader, as may assist 
him to enter with adyantage into it, I-shall first carefully collect the leading testimonies of 
Scripture on the doctirine of the Trinity and the Divinty of the Son and Holy Spirit,—adduce: 
the opimions of the Jewish and Christian churches, answer objections,—explain the chief 
modern herésies on this subject, and give their Scriptural confutation. An observation or 
two on the difficulties in which the doctrine of a Trinity of persons in the Unity of one un- 
divided Godhead is said to involve us, may properly close this chapter. 


Mere difficulty in conceiving of what is wholly proper-and peculiar to God, Suns mot 


objection to a doctrine. It is more rationally. to be considered as a presumption of its truth, 
since in the nature-of God there must be mysteries far above the reach of the human mind. 
All his natural attributes, though of some of them we have images. in ourselves, are utterly. 
incomprehensible ; and the manner of his existence cannot be less so, All attempts, however, 
to show that this great doctrine implies a contradiction, have failed. A contradiction is only 
where two contraries are predicated of the same thing, and in the same respect. Let this be 
kept in view, and the sophisms resorted to.on this point by the adversaries of the faith, will 
be easily detected. They urge, that the same thing cannot be three and one, that is, if the 
proposition has any meaning at all, not.in.the same respect; the three persons are not one 
person, and the one God is not three Gods: But it is no contradiction to say, that in different. 
respects the three may be one; that is, that in respect of persons, they shall be three, and in 
respect of Godhead, essence, or nature, they shall be one. The manner of the thing is a per- 
fectly distinct question, and its incomprehensibility proves nothing but that we are finite 
creatures, and not God, As for difficulties; we shall certainly not be relieved by running 
either to the Arian or the Socinian hypothesis. The one oe ae the first formation and the 
al government of the universe, not to the Deity, but to the wisdom and power of a 
creature ; for, however exalted the Arian inferior Deity may be, he is a creature still. The 
other makes a mere man the creator of all things. For whatever is meant by “the Word in 
St. John’s gospel, it is the same Word of which the Evangelist says, that all things were made 
by it, and that itself was made flesh. . If this Word be the Divine attribute wisdom, then that 
attribute in the degree which was equal to the formation of the universe, in this view of the 
Scripture doctrine, was conveyed entire into the mind of a mere man, the son of a Jewish 


caxpenter! A much greater difficulty, in my apprehension, than any that is to be found in 


the Catholic faith.” (6) 
CHAPTER Ix, é 
Trinity.—Scripture Testimony. 


ah 

in adducing the doctrine of a Trinity of Divine Persons in the Unity of the Godhead from 
the sacred volume, by exhibiting some of its numerous and decisive testimonies as to this 
being the mode in which the Divine Nature subsists; the explicit manner in which it is there 
laid down, that there is but onz God, must again be noticed. 

This is the foundation and the key-stone of the whole fabric of Scriptural theology; and 
every argument in fayour of the Trinity flows from this principle of the absolute Unity of 
God, a principle which the heresies at which we have glanced fancy to be inconsistent with 
the orthodox doctrine. ' 

The solemn and unequivocal manner in which the Unity. of God is stated as a doctrine, 
and is placed as the foundation of all true religion, whether devotional or practical, need not 
again be repeated ; and it is here sufficient to refer to the chapter on the Unity of God, 


purum hominem, aut creaturam aliquam competere? Fidenter dico, qui ita sentiat, non modo contra Fidem, 
sed et rationem ipsam insanire.—Bull. Jndic. Eccl, Cath. 


. 
7 4): % (5) Importance of the Doctrine of the Trinity. (6) Horsley’s Letters. 
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Of this one God, the high and peculiar, and, as it has been truly called, the appropriate name 
is Janovan; which, like all the Hebrew names of God, is not an insignificant and accidental 
term, but a name of revelation, a name adopted by God himself for the purpose of making 
known the mystery of his nature. .'To what has been already said on this appellation, I may 
add that the most eminent critics derive it from mn fuit, existit ; which in Kal signifies to be, 
and in Hiphel to cause to be. Buxtorf, in his definition, includes both these ideas, and makes 
it signify a being existing from himself from everlasting to everlasting, and communicating 
existence to others, and adds that it signifies the Being who is, and was, and is to come. — Its 
derivation has-been variously stated by critics, and some fanciful notions have been formed. 
of the import of its several letters; but in this idea of absolute existence all agree. “It is 
acknowledged by all,” says Bishop Pearson, “that may is from ayn or ayn, and God’s own 
interpretation proves no less, Exod. iii, 14. Some contend that futurition is essential to the 
name, yet all agree the root signifieth nothing but essence or existence, that is, ro wat or 
enapyev.” (7) No appellation of the Divine Being could therefore be more distinctive, than 
that which imports independent and eternal being; and for this reason probably it was, that 
the Jews, up to a very high antiquity, had a singular reverence for it; carried, it is true, to a 
superstitious scrupulosity ; but thereby showing that it was the name which unveiled, to the 
thoughts of those to whom it was first given, the awful and overwhelming glories of a self 
existent Being,—the very unfathomable depths of his eternal Godhead. (8) 

‘Tn examining what the Scriptures teach of this self-existent and eternal Being, our attention 
is first arrested by the important fact, that this ove Jehovah is spoken of under plural appel- 
lations, and that not onee or twice, but in a countless number of instances. So that the 
Hebrew names of God, acknowledged by all to be expressive and declaratory of some peculiar- 
ity or excellence of his nature, are found in several cases in the plural as well as in the singular 
form, and one of them, AtEm, generally so; and, notwithstanding it was so fundamental 
and distinguishing an article of the Jewish faith, in opposition to the polytheism of almost all 
other nations, there was but one living and true God. ‘I give a few instances. Jehovah, if it 
has not a plural form, has more than one personal application. “ Then the Lord rained upon 
Sodom and upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire from the Lord out of heaven.” We have here 
the visible Jehovah, who: had talked with Abraham, raining the storm of-vengeance from 
another Jehovah, out ofheaven, and who was.therefore invisible. Thus we have two Jehovahs 
expressly mentioned, “the Lorn rained from the Lorn,” and yet we have it most solemnly 
asserted in Deut. vi, 4, ‘Hear, O Israel, Jehovah our God, is one Jehovah.” 

The very first name in the Scriptures under which the Divine Being is introduced to us as 
the Creator of heaven and earth,-is a plural one, &ynbsx, ALem ; and to connect in the same 
singular manner as in the foregoing instance, plurality with unity, it is the nominative case 
to a_verb singular. “In the’ beginning, Gops created the heavens and the earth.” -Of this 
form innumerable instances occur in the Old Testament. ‘That the word is plural, is made 
certain by its being often joined with adjectives, pronouns and verbs plural; and yet when 
it can mean nothing else than the true God, it is generally joined in its plural form with verbs 
singular. ‘To render this still more striking, the Aleim are said to be Jehovah, and Jehovah, 
the Aleim: thus in Psalm ¢, 3, ‘ Know ye, that Jehovah, he, the Aleim, he hath made us, and 
not we ourselves.” And in the passage before given, “Jehovah our Auer, (Gods,) is one 
Jehovah,” 9x, Au, the mighty one, another name of God, has its plural Sos, Atim, the 
mighty ones. The former is rendered by Trommius @eos, the latter @co.. -77a8, Air, the 
potent one, has the plural away, Azrrm™, the potent ones. Man did eat the bread of the 
Abirim, “ angels’ food,” conveys no idea; the mansa was the bread provided miraculously, 
and was therefore called the food of the powerful ones, of them who have power over all 
nature, the one God. 

pink, Apvonm, is the plural form of ;4x, Adon, a Governor. “IfI be Adonim, masters, 
Where is my fear?” Mal. i, 6. Many other instances might be given as, “ Remember thy 
Creators in the days of thy youth.” “The knowledge of the Holy ones is understanding.” 
“There be higher than they.”. Heb. High ones; and in Daniel, “The Watchers and the 
Holy ones.” : 

Other plural forms of speech also oceur when the one true God only is spoken of. “ And, 
God said, let ws make man in owr own image, after our likeness.” “ And the Lorp God said 
Behold the man is become like one of us.” “ And the Lorn said, let us go down.” “Because 
there Gop appeared to him.” Heb. God they appeared, the verb being plural. 'These instances 
need not be multiplied, they are the common forms of speech in the sacred Seriptures, which 
no criticism has been able to resolve into mere idioms, and which only the doctrine of a 
plurality of persons in the unity of the Godhead can satisfactorily explain. If they were 
mere idioms, they could not have been misunderstood, by those to whom the Hlebrew tongue 
was native, to imply plurality; but of this we have sufficient evidence, which shall be ad- 
duced when we speak of the faith of the Jewish Church. They have been acknowledged to 
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e Exposition of the Creed. - 


* . . . 9 x % 
(8) Maimonides tells us, that it was not lawful to utter this name, except in the Sanctuary, and by the)... 
priests. “Nomen, quod, ut.nosti, non proferre. licet, nisi in sanctuario, et a sacerdotibus Dei sanctis, solum 


in benedictione sacerdotum, ut et a sacerdote magno in die jejunii.” 
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form a striking singularity in the Hebrew language, even by those who have objected to the 
conclusion drawn from thena; and the question, therefore, has been to find an hypothesis, 
which should account for a peculiarity, which is found in no other language, with the same 
circumstances. (9) } HS: ris ae te. ee 
Some have supposed angels to be associated with God when these plural forms occur. For 
this there is no foundation in the texts themselves, and itis besides a manifest absurdity. 
Others, that the style of royalty was adopted, which is refuted by two considerations—that 
Almighty God in other instances speaks 1n the singular and not in the plural number; and 
that this was not the style of the sovereigns of the earth, when Moses or any of the Sie 
penmen composed their writings ; no instance of it being found in any of the inspired books. 
A third opinion, is, that the plural form of speaking of God was adopted by the Hebrews 
from their ancestors, who were Polytheists, and hapike ancient theological term was retained 
after the unity of God was acknowledged. This assumes what is totally without proof, that 
the ancestors of the Hebrews were Polytheists; and could that be made out, it would leave. 
it still to be accounted for, why other names of the Deity equally ancient, for any thing that 
appears to the contrary, are not also plural, and especially the high name of Jehovah; and 
why, more particularly the yery appellation in question, #eim,should have a singular 
form also, a>®.in the same language, The grammatical reasons which have been offered are 
equally unsatisfactory. If then no hypothesis explains this peculiarity, but that which con- 
cludes it to indicate that mode of the Divine existence which was expressed, in later Theolo: 


by the phrase, a Trinity of persons, the inference is too powerful.to be easily resisted, that 


these plural forms must be considered as intended to intimate the plurality of persons in essen- 
tial connection with one supreme and adorable Deity. : 

This argument, however, taken alone, powerful as it has often been justly deemed, does 
not contain the strength of the case, For natural as it is to expect, presuming this to be the 
mode of the Divine existence, that some of his names which, according to the expressive and 
simple character of the Hebrew language, are descriptions of realities, and that some of the 
modes of expression adopted even in the earliest revelations, should carry some intimation of 
a fact, which, as essentially connected with redemption, the future complete revelation of the 
redeeming scheme was intended fully to unfold; yet, were these plural titles and forms of 
construction blotted out, the evidence of a plurality of divine persons in the Godhead would 
still remain in its strongest form. For that evidence is not merely, that God has revealed 
himself under plural appellations, nor that these are constructed with sometimes singular and 
sometimes plural forms of speech ; but that tree persons, and three persons only are spoken of 
in the Scriptures under divine titles, each having the peculiar attributes of paeny ascribed 
to him; and yet that the first and leading principle of the same book, which speaks thus of 
the character and works of these persons, should be, that there is but one God. This point 
being once established, it may be asked which of the hypotheses, the Orthodox, the Arian, or 
the Socinian, agrees best with this plain and explicit doctrine of Holy Writ. Plain and explicit, 
I say, not as to the mode of the Divine existence, not as to the comprehension of it, but as to 
this particular, that the doctrine itself is plainly stated in the Scriptures. 

Let this point then be examined, and it will be seen even that the very number three has this 
preéminence ; that the application of these names and powers is restrained to it, and never 
strays beyond it; and that those who confide in the testimony of God, rather than in the 
opinions of men, have sufficient Scriptural reason to distinguish their faith from the unbelief 
of others by ayowing themselves T'rinitarians, (1) 

The solemn form of benediction, in which the Jewish High Priests were commanded to 
bless the children of Israel, has in it this peculiar indication, and singularly answers to the 
form of benediction so general in the close of the apostolic Epistles, and which so appropri- 
ately closes the solemn services-of Christian worship. . It is given in Numbers vi, 24-27. 


Jehovah bless thee and keep thee: ' 
Jehovah make his face to shine upon thee, and be graciaus unto thee : 
Jehovah lift his countenance upon thee, and give thee peace. 


If the three members of this form of benediction be attentively considered, they will be 
found to agree respectively to the three persons taken in the usual order of the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost, The Father is the author of blessing and preservation, illumination 
and grace are from the Son, illymination'and peace from the Spirit, the teacher of truth and-the 
Comforter. (2) 

“TThe first member of the formula expresses the benevolent ‘love of God ;? the father of 
mercies and fountain of all good: the second well. comports with the redeeming and recon- 


(9) The argument for the Trinity drawn from the plural appellations.given to God in the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures, was opposed by the younger Buxtorf; who yet admits that this argument should not altogether be 
rejected among Christians, “ for upon the same principle on which not a few of the Jews refer this empha- 
tical application of the plural number to a plurality of powers or ef influences, or of operations, that is, ad 
extra; why may we not refer it ad intra, wa plurality of persons and to personal works ? Yea, who cer- 
erly knows ie that was which the ancient Jews understood by this plurality of powers and faculties ?? 
; 16 The word rpuas, trinitas, came into use in the second century. , 

; (2) Vide Jones’s Catholic Docttine. ‘ 
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who were each by his appropriate and equal designation were 
Gieine subeistenees in the Godhead: ‘The being addressed is the * Lond of Hosts” 
all acknowledge te include the Father: but the Evangelist John xi, 41, in manifest 

to this transaction, observes, “These things said Bsaias, when he saw his (Christ's) 
and efhim.” In this-vision, therefore, we have the Sor alsa, whose ¥ on this 
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ye shall see and not ve,” & q 
sapdb alates be bavs bene n by the Holy Ghost, and Isaiah declares them to heve been 


ere this very oceasion her * Lond of Hosts” “ And he said, gd and Tell this people, 
ear ye Indeed and understan : 


Lamd® is so constantly represented as sitting upon the Divine throne, and where he by name 


at T eovenanted with you when 7 came out of Reypt, so my Spivt remaineth among 


our Lord Jess Christ, the love of God, and the communion of the oly Ghost,” with others in 
which the sacred tree, and three only, are thus collocated as objects of eguad trust and honour,” 
and equally the fouvain and the sowve of grace and benediction, 5 


~ 


(8) Sinith's Person of Christ, (a) Jones on the Trinity, 
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On the celebrated passage in 1 John v, 7, “There are three that bear record ‘in’ heaven,” 
say nothing, because authorities against its genuineness are found in the ranks of the ortho 
and among those who do not captiously make objections ; and because it would scarcely 
fair to adduce it as a proof unless the arguments on each side were exhibited, whiah Seould 
lead to discussions which lie beside the design of this work, and more properly have their 
place in separate and distinct treatises. The recent.revival of the inquiry into the gore 
ness of this text, however, shows that the point is far from being critically settled against the 
passage, as a true portion of Holy Writ, and the argument from the context is altogether in 
favour of those who advocate it, the hiatus in the sense never having been satisfactorily sup- 
plied by those who reject it. This is of more weight in arguments of this kind than is often 
Sitehatad As to the doctrine of the text, it has elsewhere abundant proof. yp Sa 

Tt has now been shown, that while the Unity of God is to be considered a fundamental 
doctrine of the Scriptures, laid down with the utmost solemnity, and guarded with the utmost 
care, by precepts, by threatenings, by promises, by tremendous punishments of polytheism 
and idolatry among the Jews, the very names of God, as given in the revelation made of him- 
self, have plural forms and are connected with plural modes of speech; that other indications 
of plurality are given in various parts of holy writ; and that this plurality is restricted to 
three. On those texts, however, whieh in their terms denote a plurality and a trinity, the 
proof does not wholly or chiefly rest, and they have been only adduced as introductory to 
instances too numerous to be all examined, in which two distinct persons are spoken of, some- 
times connectedly and sometimes separately, as associated with God in his perfections and 
incommunicable glories, and as performing works of unequivocal divine majesty and infinite 
power, and thus together manifesting that tri-unity of the Godhead which the true Church hag 
in all ages adored and magnified. This is the great proof upon which the doctrine rests. The 
first of these two persons is the Son, the second the Spirit, Of the former, it will be observed 
that the titles of Jehovah, Lord, God, King, King of Israel, Redeemer, Saviour, and other 
names of God, are ascribed to him,—that he is invested with the attributes of eternity, 
omnipotence, ubiquity, infinite wisdom, holiness, goodness, &c,—that he was the Leader, 
the visible King, and the object of the worship of the Jews,—that he forms the great subject 
of prophecy, and is spoken. of in the predictions of the prophets in language, which if applied 
to men or to angels would by the Jews have been considered not as sacred but idolatrous, and 


_ which, therefore, except that it agreed with their ancient faith, would totally have destroyed 


e credit of those writings,—that he is eminently known both in the Old Testament and in 


_ the New, as the Son of God, an appellative which is sufficiently proved to have been con- 


sidered as implying an assumption of divinity by the circumstance that, for asserting it, our 
Lord was condemned to die as a blasphemer by the Jewish Sanhedrim,—that he became 
incarnate in our nature,—wrought miracles by his own original power, and not, as his 
servants, in the name of another,—that he authoritatively forgave sin,—that, for the sake of 
his sacrifice, sin is forgiven to the end of the world, and tov the sake of that alone,—that he 
rose from the dead to seal all these pretensions to divinity,—that he is seated upon the throne 
of the universe, all power being given to him in heaven and in earth,—that his inspired 
Apostles exhibit him as the Creator of all things visible and invisible; as the true God and 
the eternal life ; as the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only wise God-and our Saviour, 
—that they offer to him the highest worship,—that they trust in him, and command all others 
to trust in him for eternal life,—that he is the head over all things,—that angels worship him 
and render him service,—that he will raise the dead at the last day,—judge the secrets of 
men’s hearts, and finally determine the everlasting state of the righteous and the wicked, 

This is the outline of Scriptural testimony as to the Son. As to the divine character of the 
Spirit, it is equally explicit. He too is called Jehovah; Jehovah of Hosts; God. Eternity 
omnipotence, ubiquity, infinite wisdom, and other attributes of Deity, are ascribed to him. 
He is introduced as an agent in the work of the creation, and to him is ascribed the conserya- 
tion of all living beings. He is the source of the inspiration/of Prophets and Apostles; the 
object of worship ; the efficient agent in illuminating, comforting, and sanctifying the souls of 
men. He makes intercession for the saints; quickens the dead, and, finally, he is associated 
with the Father and the Son, in the form of baptism into the one name of God, and in the 
apostolic form of benediction, as, equally with them, the source and fountain of grace and 
blessedness. These decisive points I shall proceed to establish by the express declarations of 
various passages, both of the Old and New Testament. When that is-done, the argument 
will then be, that as on the one hand the doctrine of Scripture is, that there is but one Gon ; 
and, on the other, that throughout both Testaments, three persons are, in unequivocal language, 
and by unequivocal circumstances, declared to be divine ; the only conclusion which can har- 
monize these otherwise opposite, contradictory, and most misleading propositions, and declara- 
tions, is, that the Turar Persons are one Gop, 

In the prevalent faith of the Christian Church, neither of these views is for a moment lost 
sight of, Thus it exactly harmonizes with the Scriptures, nor can it be charged with greater 
mystery than is assignable to.them. The Trinity is asserted, but the Unity 1s not obscured ; 
the Unity is confessed, but without denial of the Trinity. No figures of speech, no unnatural 
modes of interpretation, are resorted to, to reconcile these views with human conceptions, 
which they must infinitely transcend. This is the character of the heresies which have arisen 
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on this subject. They all spring from the attempt to make this mystery of God conceivable 
by the human mind, and less a stone of sapling the pride of reason. ,On the contrary, 
“the faith of God’s elett,”-as embodied in the creeds and_confessions of all truly evangelical 
churches, follow the example of the Seriiares in entirely overlooking these low consi 
tions, and “declaring the thing as it is,” with all its mystery and incomprehensib 
the Jews a stumbling block, and to the Greeks foolishness. It declares. “that we w 

e God in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity ; neither confounding the persons nor dividing the 
‘substance; for there is one person of the Father, another of the Son, and another of the Holy 
Ghost ;. but the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is all one; the 
glory equal, the eee coéternal. So the Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy 
Ghost is God ; and yet there are not three Gods, but one God.” (3) Or, as it is well expressed 
by an eminent modern, as great a: master of reason and science as he was of theology: “There 
is one Divine Nature or Essence, common unto three persons, incomprehensibly united, and 
ineffably distinguished; united in essential attributes, distmguished by. peculiar idioms and 
relations ; all equally infinite in every divine perfection, each different from the other in order 
and manner of subsistence ; that. there is a mutual existence of one in all, and all in one; a 
communication without any deprivation or diminution in the communicant ; an eternal gene- 
ration, and an eternal procession without precedence or succession, without proper causality 
or dependence ; a Father imparting his own, and a Son receiving his Father’s life, and a Spirit 


sidera- 


~ issuing from both, without any division or multiplication of essence. ‘These are notions which 


may well puzzle our reason in conceiving how they agree ; but ought not.to stagger our faith 
in asserting that they are true; for if the Holy Scripture teacheth us plainly, and frequently 
doth inculcate upon us, that. there is but one true God; if it as.manifestly doth ascribe to 
the three persons of the blessed Trinity, the same august names, the same peculiar cha- 
racters, the same divine attributes, the same superlatively admirable operations of creation 
and providence ; if it also doth prescribe to them the same supreme honours, services, praises, 
and acknowledgments to be paid to them all; this may be abundantly enough to satisfy 
our minds, to stop our mouths, to smother all doubt and dispute about this high and holy 
mystery.” (4) ; i : ; 

* One observation more, before we proceed to the Seriptural evidence of the positions above 
laid down, shall close this chapter. The proof of the.doctrie of the Trinity, I have said, groun 
itself on the firm foundation. of the Divine Unity, and it closes with it; and this may set 
true believer at rest, when he is assailed by the sophistical enemies of his faith with the cha 
of dividing his regards, as he directs his prayers to one or other of the three persons of the — 
Godhead. For the time at least, he is said to honour One to the exclusion of the others. The 
true Scriptural doctrine of the Unity of God, will. remove this objection. It is not the Socinian 
notion of unity. Theirs is the unity of one, ours the unity of three. We do not however, as 
they seem to suppose, think the Divine Essence divisible, and participated by, and shared among, 
three persons; but wholly and undividedly possessed and enjoyed. Whether, therefore, we 
address our prayers and adorations to the Father, Son, or Holy Ghost, we address the same 
adorable Being, the one living and true. God. “Jehovah, our Aleim, is‘one Jehovah.” With 
reference to the relations which each person bears to us in the redeeming economy, our 
approaches to the Father are to be made through the mediation of the Son, and by, or with 
dependence upon, the assistance of the Holy Spirit. Yet, as the authority of the New. Testa- 
ment shows, this does not preclude direct prayer to Christ and to the Holy Spirit, and direct 
ascriptions of glory and honour to each. Inall this we glorify the one “ Ged over all, blessed 
for evermore.” oe 


CHAPTER Xi. 


Trinity—Preéxistence of Christ. 


By establishing, on Scriptural authority, the preéxistence of our Lord, we take the first step. 
in the demonstration of his absolute divinity. His preéxistence, indeed, simply considered, 
does not evince his Godhead, and is not, therefore, a proof against the Avian hypothesis; but 
it destroys the Socinian notion, that he was a man only. For since no: one contends for the 
preéxistence of human souls, and if they did, the doctrine would be refuted by their own 
consciousness, it is clear, that if Christ existed before his incarnation, he is not a mere man, 
whatever his nature, by other arguments, may be proved ta ‘be. 

This point has been felt to press so heavily upon the doctrine of the simple humanity of 
Christ, that both ancient and modern Socinians have bent against it all those arts of interpret- 
ation which, more than any thing else, show both the hopelessness of their cause, and the 
pertinacity with which they cling to. oft and easily refuted error. I shall dwell a little on this 
point, because it will introduce some instances in illustration of the peculiar character of the 
Socinian mode of perverting the Sermptures. : 


; (3) Athanasian Creed. (4) Dr. Barrow’s Defence of the Trinity. 
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_ The existence of our Lord prior to his incarnation might be forcibly argued from the declara- 
tions that he was “sent into the world;” that “he came in the flesh ;” that “he took part of 
flesh and blood ;” that he was “found in fashion as a man ;” and other similar phrases. These 
are modes of speech which are used of no other person; which are never adopted to express 
the ni tural birth, and the commencement of the existence, of ordinary men; and which Soci- 
waiatticen, therefore, leaves without a reason, and without an explanation, when used of Christ. 
But arguments drawn from these phrases are rendered wholly unnecessary, by the frequent 
aecurrence of passages which explicitly declare his preéxistence, and by which the ingenuity 
of unsubmissive eriticism has been always foiled; the interpretations given, being too forced, 
and too unsupported, either by the common rules of criticism, or by the idioms of language, to - 
produce the least impression upon any, not previously disposed to torture the word of God in 
order to make it subservient to an error. . 4 Sai, > 

The first of these proofs of the preéxistence of Christ is from the séstindiirwt: the Baptist, 

John i, 15, “He that cometh after me is preférred before me, for he was before me;” or asit is 


_ in verse 30, “‘ After me cometh a man which is preferred before me, for he was before me.” 


_ The Socinian exposition is, “The Christ, who, is to begin his ministry after mé has, by the 
Divine appointment,. been preferred before me, because he is my chief or principal.” ‘Thus 
they interpret the last clause, “for he was before me,” in the sense of dignity, and not of time, 
though St. John uses the same word to denote priority of time, in several places of his Gospel. 
“Tf the world hate you, you know that it hated me before it hated you;” ‘and c.i, 41; viii, 7; 
xx, 4-8. If they take the phrase in the second clause, eumpooSev ps yeyovey in the sense of 
“preferred,” then, by their mode of rendering the last clause, as Bishop Pearson has observed, 
‘ta thing is made the reason of itself, which isa great absurdity and a vain tautology.” —“ He 
is preferred before me, because he is my chief;” whereas by taking qpwros ps in’ the sense of 
time, a reason for this preference is given. There is, however, another rendering of the second 
clause which makes the passage still more impracticable in the sense of the Socinians. Epmpooev 
is never in the Septuagint or in the. New Testament used for dignity or rank; but refers either 
to place or time, and if taken in the sense of time, the rendering will be, ‘He that cometh after 
me was before me;” and ore, in the next clause, signifying “certainly,” “truly,” (5) the last 
clause will be made emphatical, “ certainly, he was before me,” and is to be considered, not as 
giving a reason for the sentiment in the preceding clause, or as tautological, but as explanatory 

id impressive: a mode of speaking exceedingly natural when so great a doctrine and so high 
mystery was to be declared, that he who was born after John, was yet, in point of existence, 
efore him ;—“ certainly, he was before me.” This rendering of the second clause is adopted 


: y several eminent critics; but whether this, or the common version be preferred, the verb in 


the last clause, he was before me, sufficiently fixes mpwros in the sense of priority of time. 
Had it referred to the rank and dignity of Christ, it would not have been “he was,” but “he 
is, before me,” ese not my. P ini 

The passages which express that Christ came down from heaven, are next tq be gonsidered. 
He styles himself “the bread of God which cometh down from heaven.—The living bread which 
came down from heaven.—He that cometh from above is aboye all; he that is of the earth is 
earthly, and speaketh of the earth; he that cometh from heaven.is above all ;” and in his discourse 
with Nicodemus, “No man hath ascended up-to heayen, but he that came down from heaven, 
even the Son of man which is in heaven.” In what manner are declarations so plain and une- 
quivocal to be eluded, and by what arts are they to be interpreted, into nothing ? This shall be 
considered. Socinus and his early disciples, in order to accoynt for these phrases, supposed 
that Christ, between the time of his birth and entrance upon his office, was translated into 
heaven, and there remained some time, that he might see and hear those things which he was 
to publish in the world. This hypothesis, however, only proves the difficulty or rather the 
impossibility of interpreting these passages, so as to turn away their hostile aspect from the 
errors of man. It is supported by no passage of Scripture, by no tradition, by no reason in 
the nature of the thing, or in the discourse. The modern Socinians, therefore, finding the 
position of their elder brethren untenable, resolve. the whole into figure, the most convenient 
method of evading the difficulty, and tell us, that as we should naturally say, that a person 
who would become acquainted with the secret purposes of God, must ascend to heaven to 
converse with him, and return to make them known, so oyr Lord’s words do not necessarily 
imply a literal ascent and descent, but merely this, “that he alone was admitted to an intimate 
knowledge of the Divine will, and was commissioned to reveal it tomen,” (6) 

In the passages quoted above, as declarations of the preéxistence of Christ, it will be seen, 
that there are two phrases to be accounted for,—ascending into heayen—and eoming down from 
heaven, The former is said to mean the being adinitted to an intimate knowledge of the Divine 
counsels. But if this were the sense, it could not be true that ‘no man” had thus ascended, 
but “the Son of man ;” since Moses and all the prophets in succession had been admitted to 
“an intimate knowledge of the Divine counsels,” and had been “ commissioned” to reveal them, 
It is nothing to say that our Lord’s acquaintance with the Divine counsels was more deep and 
comprehensive. The case is not stated comparatively, but eelusively,— No man hath ascended 
into heaven, but the Son of man ;” no man, but himself, had been in heaven. (7) Allowing 


(5) Schleusner sub voce. (6) Belsham’s Calm Inquiry. 
(7) “No man, except myself, ever was in heayen.”—Pearce. 
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* dhopegine at principle of the Socinian gloss, it is totally inapplicable to the text in question, 
and is in f: irectly refuted by it. , eB aia oe ee 

oe “iin ane dee and it may be denied, that “to ascend into heaven” is a Hebrew 

phrase to express the knowledge of high and mysterious things. So utterly does this pretence 


_. fail, that not one of the passages they adduce in proof can be taken im any other than its literal 


meanine: and they are therefore, as are others, directly against. them. Deut. xxx, 11, is first 
adduced. “ Who shall go Wy for us into heaven, and bring it unto us?” This, we are told, 
we must take figuratively ; tt then, smhappily for them, it is also immediately subjoine 

‘neither is it beyond the sea, that thou shouldst say, who shall go over the sea for us?? If the 
ascent into heaven in the first clause is to be taken figuratively, then the going beyond the sea, 
cannot be taken literally, and we shall still want a figurative interpretation for this part of the 
declaration of Moses respecting the Jaw, which will not so easily be furnished. ‘The same 
observation is applicable to Romans x, 6, in which there is an adaptation of the passage in 
Deuteronomy to the Gospel. “Who shall ascend into heaven? that is, to bring Christ down 
from above,” &c, words which have no meaning unless place be literally understood, and which 
show that the Apostle, a sufficient judge of Hebrew modes of expression, understood, in its 


- literal sense, the passage in Deuteronomy. A second passage to which they trust, is Prov. 


xxx, 4, “ Who hath ascended and descended,” but if what immediately follows be.added, “‘ who 
hath gathered the winds in his fists, who hath bound the waters in a garment,” &e, it will be 
seen that the passage has no reference to the acquisition of knowledge by a servant of God, 
but expresses the various operations in nature carried on by God himself. “'Who hath done 
this? What is his name, and what is his son’s name, if thou canst tell?” 

In Baruch iii, 29, it is asked of Wisdom, ‘ Who hath gone up into heaven, and taken her, 
and brought her down from the clouds?” but it is here also added, “Or who hath gone over 
the sea for her?” Wisdom is, in this passage, clearly personified; a place of habitation is 


‘assigned her, which is to be sought out by those who would attain her. This apocryphal text, 


therefore, gives no countenance to the mystical notion of ascending into heaven, advanced by 
Socinian expositors. pte 

Ifthey then utterly fail to establish their forced and unnatural sense of ascending into heaven ; 
let us examine. whether they are more successful in establishing their opinion as to the meaning 
of “coming down from heaven.” This, they say, means “to be commissioned to reveal the 
will of God to men ;” (8) but if so, the phrases, “‘to ascend up into heaven,” and “to come 
down from thence,” which are manifestly opposed to each other, lose all their opposition in ~ 
the interpretation, which is sufficient to show, that it is, as to both, entirely gratuitous, arbi- 
trary, and contradictory. For, as Dr. Magee has acutely remarked, ‘it 1s observed by the 
editors of the Unitarian Version, and enforced with much emphasis by Mr. Belsham and Dr. 
Carpenter, that to ‘ascend into heaven’ signifies ‘to become acquainted with the truths of God,’ 
and that consequently the ‘correlative’ to this, (the opposite they should have said,) to ‘descend 
from heaven’ must mean ‘to bring and to discover those truths to the world.’ Imp. Vers. p. 208, 
Calm Ing. p. 48. Now, allowing those gentlemen all they wish to establish as to the first 
clause,—that fo go up into heaven means to learn and become acquainted with the councils of God; 
—what must follow then, if they reasoned justly upon their own principles? Plainly this, that 
to come down from heaven, being precisely the opposite of the former, must mean to wnlearn or to 
lose the knowledge of those councils ;. so that, so far from bringing and discovering those counsels 
to mankind, our Lord must have disqualified himself from bringing any. Had indeed ‘ascunp- 
ING into heaven’ meant ‘Brineine the truth (any where) rrom men,’ then ‘pEscENDING from 
heaven’ might justly be said to mean ‘Brineine it baek to men.’ ‘Whatever, in short, ascenD- 
ing may be supposed to signify in any figure, DESCENDING must signify the: opposite, if the 
figure be abided by: And therefore, if to ascenn be to learn, to DesceND must be to wnlearn.” (9) 

_ Itis farther fatal to this opinion that “if to come from heaven; to descend from heaven,” &e, 
signify receiving a Divine commission to teach ; or, more simply, to communicate truth after it 
has been learned, it is never used with reference to Moses, or to any of the Prophets or divinely 
appointed instruments who, from time to time, were raised up among the Jews. We may 
therefore conclude, that the meaning attached to these phrases by Socinian writers of the 
present day, who, in this respect, as in many others, have ventured_a step beyond their, 
predecessors who never denied their literal acceptation, was unknown among the J. ews, and 
Is a mere subterfuge to escape from the plain testimony of Holy Writ on a point so fatal to 
their scheme. 

The next passage which may be.quoted as expressing, in unequivocal terms, the preéxist- 
ence of Christ, occurs John vi, 62, and is, if possible, still more out of the reach of that kind 
of criticism which has just been exhibited, The occasion, too, fixes the sense beyond all 
perversion, Our Lord had told the Jews that he was the bread of life, which came down from 
heaven. This the Jews understood literally, and therefore asked, ‘Is not this the son of J oseph. 
whose father and mother we know, how is it then that he saith, I came down from heaven » 
His disciples too so understood his words, for they also “murmured.” But our Lord, so far 
from removing that impression, so far from giving them the most distant hint of a mode of 
meeting the difficulty like that resorted to by Socinian writers, strengthens the assertion, and 


(8) Belsham’s Calm Inquiry. (9) Discourses on the Atonement. 
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makes his profession a stumbling block, still more formidable, “ Doth this offend you 2” vefer- 
ring to what he had just said, that he aed descended from heaven, “ What and if ye shall 

see the Son of man ascend up WHERE HE WAS BErorE.” Language cannot be more explicit ; 
though Mr. Belsham has ventured to tell us that this means, “‘ What if l go farther out of 
your reach, and become e perplexing and mysterious!” And indeed perplexing and 
~ mysterious enough would ee eae beth of Christ and his Apostles, if they required such i 
-emiticisms for their elucidation. =. i re oe 
+ Tbapbrese to be “ sent from God,” they think they sufficiently avert, by urging that it is 
said of the Baptist, “’There was a man sent from God, whose name was John.” This, they 
urge, clearly evinces, “that to come from God is to be commissioned by him. If Jesus was © 
sent from God, so was John the Baptist; if the former came down from heaven, so-did the ~ 
latter.” ‘This reasoning must be allowed to be fallacious, if it can be shown that it contradicts 
other Scriptures. Now our Lord says, John vi, 46, “No one hath seen the Father, save he 
who is from God, he ovros, hath seen the Father ;” namely, this one person, for it is singular, ° 
_ and no one else hath seen the Father. Therefore, if Christ was that person, as will not be dis- 
puted, John could not be “sent from God,” in the same manner that Christ was. What does 
the Baptist say of himself? Does he confirm the Socinian gloss? Speaking of Christ and of 
himself he says, “He that cometh from above is above all; he that is of the earth is earthly, he 
_that cometh from heaven is aboye all,” John iii, 31. Here. John contrasts his earthly-origin 
with Christ’s heavenly origin. Christ is “from above’;” John from “ the earth,” s« rs yns. 
Christ is “ above all,” which he could not be, if every other prophet came in like manner from 
heaven, and from above; and therefore if John was “ sent from God,” it cannot be in the same 
sense that Christ was sent from him, which is enough to silence the objection. (1) Thus, 
says Dr. Nares, “we have nothing but the positive contradictions of the Unitarian party, to © 
prove to us that Christ did not come from heaven, though he says of himself, he did come from - 
_ heaven; that though he declares he had seen the Father, he had not seen the Father; that 
-. though he assures us, that he, in'a most peculiar and singular manner came forth from God, 
(cx re Oce e&mOev, a Strong and singular expression,) he came from him no otherwise than like 
the prophets of old, and his own immediate forerunner.” (2). ‘ : 

Severally other equally striking passages might claim our attention ; but it will be sufficient 
for the argument, to close it with two. ? 2 

“Before Abraham was, I am,” John viii, 58. Whether the verb expe “ I am,” may be under- 

stood to be equivalent to the incommunicable name Jehovah, shall be considered in another 
place. The obvious sense of the passage at least is, Before Abraham was, or was born, J 
was in existence.” Abraham, the patriarch, was the person spoken of; for the Jews having 
said, “Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast thou seen Abraham?” our Lord declares, 
with his peculiarly sclemn mode of introduction, Verily, verily, I say unto you, before 
Abraham was, I am.” I had priority of existence, “ together with a continuation of it to the 
present time.” (3) Nor did the Jews mistake his meaning, but being filled with indignation 
at so manifest a claim of divinity, ‘they took up’stones to stone him.” 

How then do the Socinians dispose of this passage? The two hypotheses on which they 
have rested, for one would not suffice, are, first, “That Christ existed before the patriarch 

‘Abraham had become, according to the import of his name, the Father of many nations, that 
is, before the Gentiles were called ;” which was as true of the Jews who were discoursing 
with him, as of himself. The second is, “before Abraham was born I am he, i. e. the Christ, in 
the destination and appointment of God ;” which also was saying nothing peculiar of Christ ; 
since the, existence and the part which every one of his hearers-was to act, were as much in 
the destination and appointment of God as his own, Both these absurdities are well exposed 
by Bishop Pearson: 4 : 

“The first interpretation makes,our Saviour thus to speak : Do ye so much wonder how 1 
should have seen Abraham, who am not yet fifty years old? Do ye imagine so great a contradiction 
in this? I tell you, and be ye most assured that what I speak unto you at this time is most 
certainly and infallibly true, and most worthy of your observation, which moyes me not to 
deliver it without this solemn asseveration, (Verily, verily, I say unto you,) before Abraham shall 
perfectly become that which was signified in his name, the father of many nations, before the 
Gentiles shall come in, Iam. Nor be ye troubled at this answer, or think in this I magnify 
myself ; for what I speak is as-true of you yourselves as it is of me: before Abram be thus 
made Abraham, ye are. Doubt ye not, therefore, as ye did, nor ever make that question 
again whether I have seen Abraham.” . j ; 

“ The second explication makes a sense of another nature, but with the same impertinency : 
Do ye continue still to question, and with so much admiration do ye look upon my age and ask, 
Hast thou seen Abraham ? I confess it is more than eighteen hundred years since that patriarch 
died, and less than forty since I was born at Bethlehem : but look not on this computation, for 
before Abraham was born I was. But mistake me not, I mean that I was in the foreknowledge 
and decree of God. Nor do I magnify myself in this, for ye also were so. How either of these 
answers should give any reasonable satisfaction to the question, or the least occasion of the 
Jews’ exasperation, is not to be understood. And that, our Saviour should speak of any such 
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(1) Holden’s Scripture Testimonies. (2), Remarks on the Imp. Version. (3) Pearson on the Creed 


OH ee 


ioe) = — 1 en ee ee 
e Ry, » % P 
% 
oe 7 : : 
244 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. [PART 


impertinencies as these interpretations bring forth, is not by a Christian to be conceived. 
Wherefore, as the plainsand most obvious sense is a proper and full answer to the question, 
‘and most likely to exasperate the'unbelieving Jews ; as those strained explications render the 


: “swords of Christ not only impertinent to the occasion, but vain and useless to the hearers of 
_ them; as our Saviour gave this answer in words of another language, most probably incapa- 


»ble of any such interpretations: we must adhere unto that literal sense already delivered, by 


_ which it appeareth Christ had a being, as before John, so also before Abraham, and conse- 


quently by that he.did exist two thousand years before he was born, or conceived by the 
virgin.” (4) - , ; 

The Sette of Whitaker on this decisive passage, are in his usual energetic manner : 

“Your Father Abraham,’ says our Saviour to the Jews, ‘rejoiced to see my day; and 
he saw it, and was glad’ Our Saviour thus proposes himself to his countrymen, as their 
Messiah; that grand object of hope and desire to their fathers, and particularly to this first 
father of the faithful, Abraham. But his countrymen not acknowledging his claim to the 
character of Messiah, and therefore not allowing his supernatural priority of existence to 
Abraham, chose to consider his words ina signification merely human. ‘Then said the Jews 
unto him, Thou art not fifty years old, and hast thou seen Abraham?’ But what does our 
Sayiour reply, to this low and gross comment upon his intimation? Does he retract it, by 
warping his language to their poor perverseness, and so waiving his pretensions to the assumed 
dignity? No! to have so acted, would have been derogatory to his dignity, and injurious to 
their interests.. He actually repeats his claim to the character. He-actually enforces his pre- 
tensions, to 2 supernatural priority of existence. He even heightens both. He mounts u 
far beyond-Abraham. He ascends beyond all the orders of creation. And he places himeelt 
with God at the head of the universe. He thus arrogates to himself all that high pitch of dignity, 
which the Jews expected their Messiah to assume. This he does too in the most energetic man- 
ner, that his simplicity of language, so natural to inherent greatness, would possibly admit. He 
also introduces what he says, with much solemnity in the form, and with more in the repetition. 
‘Verily, verily, I say unto you,’ he cries, ‘ BErorr Azranam was, lam.’ He says not of him- 
self, as he says of Abraham, ‘Before he was, I was.” This indeed would have been sufficient, to 
affirm his existence previous to Abraham. But it would not have been sufficient, to declare 
what he now meant to assert, his full claim to the majesty of the Messiah. He therefore drops 
all forms of language, that could be accommodated to the mere creatures of God. He arrests 
one, that was appropriate to the Godhead itself. ‘Before Abraham was,’ or still more pro- 
perly, ‘ Before Abraham was manz,’ he says, ‘I am.’ He thus gives himself the signature of 
uncreated and continual existence, in direct opposition to. contingent and created. He says ot 
himself, : 

That an eternal Now for ever lasts. 


with him. He attaches to himself that very stamp of eternity, which God appropriates to his 
Godhead in the Old Testament; and from which an Apostle afterward describes ‘ Jesus 
Christ’ expressly, to be ‘the same yesterday, and to-day, and for ever.’ Nor did the Jews 
pretend to misunderstand him now, They could not. They heard him directly and decisively 
vindicating the noblest rights of their Messiah, and the highest honours of their God, to him- 
self. They.considered him as a mere pretender to those. ‘They therefore looked upon him, as 
a blasphemous arrogator of these, ‘Then took they up stones, to cast at hirn’ asa blasphemer; 
as what indeed he was in his pretensions to be God, if he had not been in reality their Mes- 
siah and their God in one. But he instantly proved himself to their very senses, to be both; 
‘by exerting the energetic powers of his Godhead, upon them. For he ‘ hid himself; and went 
out of the temple, going through the midst of them; and so passed by,’” : 
The last passage which I shall quote, may properly, both from its dignity and explicitness, 
close the whole. John xvii, 5, “ And now, O Father, glorify thou me with’ thine. ownself, 
with the glory which I had with thee before the world was.” Whatever this glory was, it was 
possessed by Christ before the world was; or, as he afterward expresses it, “before. the 
foundation of the world.’ That question is therefore not to be confounded with the main 
point which determines the preéxistence of our Lord; for if he was with the Father, and had’ 
a glory with him before the world was, and of which ‘‘ he emptied himself” when he bepame 
man, then he had an existence; not only before his incarnation, but before the very “ founda 
tion ef the world.” The Socinian gloss is, “ the glory which I had with thee, in thy ‘ents 
ble decree, before the world was ; or which thou didst decree, before the world was, to give 
me.” But 9 exov wapa oor, “which I had with thee,” cannot bear any such sense. ‘The 
oceasion was too peculiar to admit of any mystical, forced, or parabolic modes of speech. It 
was in the hearing of his disciples, just before he went, out into the garden, that these words 
were spoken; and, asit has been well observed, it is remarkable, that he intro luces the men-~ 
tion of this glory, when it was not necessary to complete the sense of any proposition. “And. 
yet, as if on purpose to prevent the Apostles, who heard his prayer, from supposing that he 
was asking that which he had not possessed in any former period, he adds, “with the nea 
which I had with thee before the world was.” So decisive is this passage, that as Dr, Har- 
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wood says, “ Were there no intimation in the whole New Testament of the preéxistence of 
Christ, this single passage would inrefragably demonstrate and establish it. Our Saviour, 
here in a solemn act of devotion, declares to the Almighty, that he had glory with him before 
the world was, and fervently supplicates that he would be graciously pleased to reinstate him 
in his former felicity. ‘The language is plain and clear. Beory word has great moment and 
emphasis :—‘ Glorify thou me with that glory which I enjoyed in thy-presence before the world 
was.’ Upon this single text [lay my finger. Here I posit my system. And if plain words 


= 


be designedly employed to convey any determinate meaning ; if the modes of human speech. 


have any precision, | am convinced, that this plain declaration of our Lord, in an act of devo- 
tion, exhibits a great and important truth, which can never be subverted or invalidated by any 
aceurate and satisfactory criticism.” (5) é : 

_ Whatever, therefore, the true nature of our Lord Jesus Christ may be, we have at least 
discovered from the plainest possible testimonies; testimonies which no criticism, and no 
unLcensed and paraphrastic comments, have been able to shake or to obscure, that he had an 
existence previous to his incarnation, and previous to the very “foundation of the world.” If 
then we find that the same titles and works which are ascribed to him in the New Testament, 
are ascribed to a Divine Person in the Old, who is yet represented as distinct from God the 
Father, and especially to one who was to come into the world to fulfil the very offices which 
our Lord has actually fulfilled, we shall have obtained another step in this inquiry, and shall 
have exhibited lofty proof, not only of the preéxistence of Christ, but also of his Divinity. 
This will be the subject of the next Chapter. / 


CHAPTER XI. 
Triniry.—Jesus Christ the Jehovah of the Old Testament. 


in reading the Scriptures of the Old Testament, it is impossible not to mark with serious 
attention, the frequent visible appearances of God to the patriarchs and prophets ; and, what 
is still more singular, his visible residence in a cloud of glory, both among the Jews in the 
wilderness and in their sacred tabernacle and temple. : 

The fact of such appearances cannot be disputed ; they are allowed by all, and in order to 
point out the bearing of this fact upon the point at issue, the Divinity of Christ, it is necessary, 

1. To show that the person who made these appearances, was truly a Divine person. 

The proofs of this are, that he bears the names of Jehovah, God, and other Divine appella- 
tions ; and that he dwelt among the Israelites as the object ef their supreme worship; the 
worship of a people, the first precept of whose law was, “Thou shalt have no other Gods 
before me.” ‘The proofs are copious, but quotations shall’ not be needlessly multiplied. 

” When the angel of the Lord found Hagar in the wilderness, “she called the name of JeHovan 
that spake to her, Thou God seest me.”—Jenoyau appeared unto Abraham in the-plains of 
Mamre. Abraham lifted up his eyes, and three men, three persons ia human form, “ stood 
by him.” One of the three 1s called Jehovah. And Jenovan said, “Shall I hide from Abra- 
ham the thing that 1 do?” ‘'T'wo of the three depart, but he to whom this high appellation is 
given remains, “but Abraham stood yet before Jenovan.” This Jehovah is called by Abra- 
ham in the conversation which followed, “the Judge of all the earth ;” and the account of 
the solemn interview is thus closed by the historian, “the Lord (Jehovah) went his way as 
soon as he had left off communing with Abraham.” Appearances of the same personage 
oceur to Isaac and to Jacob, under the name of “ the God of Abraham, and of Isaac.” After 
one of these manifestations, Jacob says, “I have seén God face to face ;” and at another, 

“Surely the Lord (Jemovan) is in this place.” The same Jehovah was made visible to 
Moses; and gave him,his commission, and God said, “I am rat I am; thou shalt say to 
the children of Israel, I am hath sent me unto you.” The same Jenovan went before the 
Israelites by day ina pillar of cloud, and by night in a pillar of fire ; and by him the law was 
given, amidst terrible displays of power and majesty from Mount Sinai. “T am the Lord 
(JeHovan) thy God, which have brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of 
_ bondage, thou shalt have no’other Gods before me, &c. Did ever people hear the voice of 

God, speaking out of the midst of the fire as thou hast heard and live?” This same person- 
age commanded the Israelites to build him a-sanctuary, that he might reside among them : 
and when it was erected he took possession of it in a visible form, which was called “the 
glory of the Lord.” There the Scurcuinan, the visible token of the presence of Jehovah, 
rested, above the ark; there he was consulted on all occasions, and there he received their 

~ worship rom age toage. Sacrifices were offered ; sin was confessed and pardoned by him ; 
___and the book of Psalms is a collection of the hymns which were sung to his honour in the 
tabernacle and temple services, where he is constantly celebrated as JzHovaH the God of 
Israel; the Jehovah God of their fathers ;” and the object of their own exclusive hope and 
_ trust: All the works of creation ave in those sublime compositions ascribed to him; and he 
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That the Angel of Jehovah is-constantly represented as Jehovah him#elf, and therefore as a 
‘divine person, is so manifest, that the means resorted to, to evade the force of the argument 
which so immediately flashes from it, ackuowledge the fact. Those who deny the divinity 
of our Lord, however, endeavour to elude the consequence according to their respective creeds. 
The Arians who think the appearing angel to have been Christ, but who yet deny him to be 
Jehovah himself, assume that this glorions but created being personated the Deity, and as his 
ambassador and-representative spoke by his authority, and took his name. Thus a modern 
Arian observes, “The Angel takes the name of Jehovah because it,is a common maxim, 
loquitur legatus sermone mittentis eum, as an ambassador in the name of his King, or the fecialis 
when he denounced war in the name of the Roman people ; and what is dene by the angel is 
said to be done by God, according to another maxim, qui facit per aliwm, facit per se.” (7) 
The answer to this, is, that though ambassadors speak in the name oftheir masters, they do 
not apply the names and titles of their masters to themselves, (8)—that the unquestionably 
created angels, mentioned in Scripture as appearing to men, declare that they were sent by 
God, and never personate him,—that the prophets uniformly declare their commission to be 
from God,—that God himself declares, “ Jehovah is my name, and my glory will I not give to 
-another,”—and yet that the appearing Angel calls himself, as we have seen, by this incom- 
municable name in almost innumerable instances, and that though the object of the Mosaic 
dispensation was to preserve men from idolatry, yet this Angel claims and receives the exclu- 
sive worship both of the Patriarchs to whom he occasionally appeared, and the Jews among 
whom he visibly resided for ages. It is therefore a proposition too monstrous to be for a 
moment sustained, that_a created being of any kind should thus allure men into idolatry, by 
acting the Deity, assuming his name and attributing to himself God’s peculiar and incommu- 
nicable perfections and honour. (9) The Arian hypothesis on this subject is well answered 
by even a Socinian writer. ‘The whole transaction on Mount Sinai, shows that Jehovah 
was present, and acted, and not another for him. It is the God that had delivered them out 
of Egypt, with whom they were tq enter into covenant as their God, and who thereupon 
accepted them as his people, who was the author of their religion’ and laws, and who himself 
delivered to them those ten commands, the most sacred part. There is nothing to lead us to 
imagine that the person, who was their God, did not speak in his own name; not the least 
intimation that here was another representing him.” (1) 

The Author of “ the Essay on Spirit” attempts to meet this by alleging, that “the Hebrews 
were far from being explicit and accurate in their style, and that it was customary for prophets 
and angels te speak in the name and character of God.” ‘The reply of Dr. Randolph is able 
and decisive, and as this is a point. of great importance, its imtroduction will not appear 
unnecessary. : 

“Some to evade these strong proofs of our Lord’s divinity, have asserted that this was only 
a created angel appearing in the name or person of the Father; it being customary in Serip- 
ture for one person to sustain the character, and act and speak in the name of another. . But 
these assertions want proof. I find no instances of one person acting and. speaking in the 

~name of another, without first declaring in whose name he acts and speaks. ‘The instances 
usually alleged are nothing to the purpose. If we sometimes find an angel in the book of 
Revelation speaking in the name of God, yet from the context it will be easy to show that 
this angel was the great Angel, the Angel of the Covenant. But if there should be some 
instances, in the poetical or prophetical parts of Scripture, of an abrupt change of persons, 
where the person speaking is not particularly specified, this will by no means come up to the 
case before us. Here is a person sustaining the name and character of the most High God, 
from one end of the Bible to the other; bearing his glorious and fearful name, the incommu- 
nicable name Jehovah, expressive of his necessary existence; sitting in the throne of God; 
dwelling and presiding in his temple ; delivering laws in his name ; giving out oracles ; hear- 
ing prayers; forgiving sins. And yet these writers would persuade us that this was only a 
tutelary angel; that a creature was the God of Israel, and that to this creature all their service 
and worship was directed ; that the great God ‘ whose name is Jealous,’ was pleased to give 
‘his glory, his worship, his throne to a creature. What is this but to make the law of God 
himself introductory of the same idolatry that was practised by all the nations of the Heathen? 
But we are told, that bold figures of speech are common in the Hebrew language, which is not 


the present instance is a promise of favour and mercy, and is so acknowledged in Isa. 1xii, 8.] “That angel, 
therefore, is perfectly different from him who is spoken of in this passage before us, who is the same that 
appeared to Moses, ‘chap, iii, 2, and there likewise both speaks and acts as God himself.” Dathii Penta- 
teuchus. 
© (7) Taylor, Ben Mordeeai. eB 
(8) “An earthly ambassador indeed represents the person of his prince, is supposed to be clothed with his 
authority, and speaks and acts in his name. But who ever heard of an ambassador assuming the very name 
of his sovereign, or being honoured with it by others? Would one in this character be permitted to say, I 
George, I Louis, I Frederic? As the idea is ridiculous, the action would justly be accounted high treason.” 
Jamieson’s Vindication. ‘ : he ; 
(9) - histrioniam exercuisse, in qua Dei nomen assumat, et omnia, que’ Dei sunt, sibi attribuat. 
Bishop Bull. : 
(1) Lindsey’s Apol. 
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But if it be a figure, is a figure gh the whole Scripture. - And a bold 
interpreter must he es that such figures aré perpetually and uniformly made 
use ef ina t without any meaning at all. This is to confound the 


use of language EES 
prove mente rather té A aay an thing which a wild imagination shall suggest.” (2) 
If the Anan s@count of Angel of J 


_ © eeeasionally emitted; and then taken back again into its source ;” of this power, being vested 
._* with a temporary personality, and thinks this possibile! Little cause had the Doctor and his ad- 
herents to talk of the mystery and absurdity of the doctrine of three persons in one Godhead, 
who can make a persen, out af a power emitted and then drawn back again to its source; a 
, temporary person, without individual’ subsistence! The wildness. of this fiction is its own 
refutation; but that the Angel of Jehovah was not this temporary occasional person, pro- 
duced or “emitted” for the occasion of these appearances, 1s-made certain by ‘Abrabatn unn’s 
* walking before this Angel of the Lord,” that is, ordering his life and conversation in his sight 
all the days of his life ; by Jacob calling him the Angel of the Lord who had “fed him all his 
life long; and by this also, that the same person Who was called by himéelf and by the Jews 
“the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob,” was the God of the chosen people in all their 
generations Mr, Lindsey Says “that the outward token of oak! ope of God is what is 
generally meant by the Jngel of God, when not particularly specified and appropriated other- 
wise; that which manifested his appearance, whatever it was ;” and this opinion commonly 
‘ obtains among the Socinians. “The .dngel of the Lord was the visible symbol of the Divine 
«© > presence.” (3) This notion, however, involves 4 whole train of absurdities. ‘The term, the 
“ Angel of Jehovah” is not at all accounted for by a visible symbol of clouds, light, fire, &c, 
unless that symbol be considered as distinct from Jehovah. We have then the name Jehovah 
given to a cloud, a light, a fire, &e; the fire is the Angel of the Lord, and yet the Angel of the 
Lord calls to Moses out of the fire. This visible symbol says to Abraham, “By mysexr I have 
sworn,” for these are said to be the words of the Angel of Jehovah ; and this. Angel, the 
visible symbol, spake to Moses on Mount Sinai: such are the absurdities which flow from 
error!» Most clearly therefore is it determined on the testimony of several scriptures, and by 
induction frem the circumStances attending the numerous appearances of the Angel 
- of Jehovah in the Old Testament, that the person thus nranifesting himself, and thus receiving 
> Supreme worship, was not a created angel as the Arians would have it, nor a meteor, an_atmos- 
: pheric appearance, the worthy theory of moder’ Socinians, but that he was a Divine Person. 
; 2 Itwill be necessary to show that this divine person was not Giod the. Father. : 
“* The following argument has been adopted in proof of this: “No man hath seen God at any 
«time. Ye have neither heard his voice at any time hor seén his shape. Not that any man 
hath seen the Father.~ It is however said in the Old Testament, that God frequently appeared 
2 under the Patriarchal and Levitical dispensations, atid therefore we must conclude that the 
God who appeared was God the Son.” « : ; 
_~Plausible as this-argument is, it cannot be dependéd upon ; for that the Father never man- 
ifested himself to men, as distinct from ‘the Son, is contradicted by two express testimonies. 
We have seen that the angél in whom was the name of God, prémised as the conductor of the 
Israelites through the wilderness, was a Divine person. But he who promised id “send him,” 
must be a different person to the angel sent, and that person could be ho other than the Father. 
_~ “Behold, I send an angel before thee,” &c. On this occasion; therefore, Moses heard the 
voice of the Father. Again, at the baptism of Jesus, the voice of the Father was heard, decla- 
_ ming, “ This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased.” The abo¥e passages must be 
_~ therefore interpreted to accord with these facts. They express the pure spirituality and _ 
3 invisibility of God, and can no more be argued against a sensible manifestation of God by = 
audible sounds, andappearances, than the declaration to Moses, “No man can see my face 
re.” There res A penkgs sense in which Moses neither did nor could see God; and 
tit is equ e, that he both saw him and heard him. He saw rs ris,” 
t not * my of God.” (4) ie the, <eckerd Bea 
- The 


tation of the Father was however very rare ; as appears from by far the greater 
Divine appearances being expressly called appearances of the aad of the Lerd. 
: d to Abram in the case of Sodom, was ani angel. The Jehovah who 
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the “God of Bethel,” that is, the God who appeared to him there, and to whom he vowed his 
vows, “the Angel of God.” In blessing Joseph he calls the God “in whose presence my 

Fathers, Abraham and Isaac, have walked,” The “Amgel who had redeemed him from all evil. 
“Yam THat I am,” when he spoke to Moses out of the bush, is termed the Angel of Jehovah. 
The God who spake these words and said, “Thou shalt have no other Gods before me,” is 
called the Angel who spake to Moses in the Mount Sinai. The being whodwelt in a fiery cloud, 
the visible token of the presence of God, and took up his residence over erg in the holiest 
‘place, and there received the constant worship of the Jews, is called the Angel of the Lord; and 
so in many other instances. - : Wc) 2 

Nor is there any reason for stretching the point to exclude in all cases the visible or audible 
agency of the Father, from the Old Testament ; no advantage in the least is gained by it, and 
it cannot be maintained without sanctioning by example the conduct of the opposers of:Truth, 
in giving forced and unnatural expositions to several passages of Scripture. This ought to be _ 
avoided, and a consistency of fair honest interpretation be maintained throughout. It is amply 
sufficient for the important argument with which we are now concered, to prove not that the 
Father was never manifested in his own pérson; but that the angel of the Lord, whose appear- 
ances are so often recorded, is not the Father. This is clear from his appellation angel, with 
respect to which there can be but two interprétations. It is either 4 name descriptive of nature 
or of office. In the first view it is generally employed: in the sacred Scriptures to designate one 
of an.order of intelligences superior to man, and often employed in the service of man as the 
ministers of God, but still beings finite and created. We have however already proved that 
the Angel of the Lord is not a creature, and he is not therefore called an angel with reference 
to his nature. The term must then be consideréd as a term of office. He is called the Angel 
of the Lord, because he was the messenger of the Lord; because he was sent to execute his 
will and to be his visible image and representative. His office therefore under this appellation 
was ministerial; but ministration is never attributed to thé Father. He who was sent must 
be a distinct person from him by whom he was sent; the messenger from him whose message 
he brought, and whose will he performed. The Angel of Jehovah is therefore a different per- 
zon from the Jehovah whose messenger he was, and yet the Angel hiniself is Jehovah, and, as 
we have proved, truly Divine. Thus does the Old Testament most clearly reveal to us, in 
the case of Jehovah and the Angel of Jehovah, two Divine Persons, whilst it still maintains its 
great fundamental principle, that there is but one God. - sae 

3. The third step in this argument is, that the Divine Person, called so often the Angel of 
Jehovah, in the Old Testament, was the promised and futuié Christ, and consequently Jesus, 
the Lord and Saviour of the Christian Church. 2 ; 

We have seen, that it was the Angel of Jehovah who gave the law to the Israelites, and 
that in his own name, though still an angel, a messenger in the transaction; being at once 
servant and Lord, angel and Jehovah, circumstances which can only be explained on the 
hypothesis of his Divinity, and for which neither Arianism nor Socinianism can give any 
solution. He therefore was the person who made the covenant, usually called the Mosaic, 
with the children of Israe!. The prophet Jeremiah however expressly says, that the new 
covenant with Israel was to be made by the samé person who had made the old, “ Behold, the 
days come, saith the Lord, that’ I will make a.néw covenant. with the house ofIsrael and with 
the house of Judah; not according to the covenant that I made with their fathers in the day 
that I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt.” The angel of Jehovah, 
who led the Israelites out of Egypt and gave them their law, is here plainly introduced as the 
author of the new covenant. If then, as wé learn from the Apostle Paul, this new covenant 
predicted by Jeremiah is the Christian dispensation, and Christ be its author; the Christ of 
the New Testament, and the Angel of Jehovah of the Old, are the same person. 

_ Equally striking is the celebrated prediction in Malachi, the last of the Prophets. ‘‘ Behold, 
I will send my messenger, and he shall prepare my way before me; and the Lord whom ye’. 
seek shall suddenly-come to his temple, even the méssenger of the covenant whom ye delight 
in; behold he shall come, saith the Lord of Hosts.” 

The characters under which the person who is thé subject of this prophecy is deseribed, are, 
the Lord, a Sovereign ruler, (5) the owner of the temple, and therefore a Divine prince or 
governor, he “shall come to his temple.” “The temple,” says Bishop Horsley, ‘in the writ- 
“ings of a Jewish prophet, cannot be othérwisé understood, according to the literal meaning, 
than of the temple at Jerusalem. Of this temple, therefore, the person to come is here expressly 
called the Lord. The lord of any temple, in the language of all writers, and in the natural 
meaning of the phrase, is the divinity to whose worship it is consecrated. ‘To no other divinity 
the temple of Jerusalem was consecrated than the true and everlasting God, the Lord Jehovah, 
the Maker of heaven and earth. Here, then, we have the express testimony of Malachi, that 
the Christ, the Deliverer, whose coming he announces, was no other than the Jehovah of the 
Old Testament. Jehovah had delivered the Israelites from the Egyptain bondage ; and the 
same Jehovah was to come in person to his temple, to effect the greater and more general 
deliverance of which the former was but an imperfect type2’ ; 


a 


“(8) The same word is often applied to magistrates, and even fathers ; but J. H. Michaélis says, that when 
it occurs as in this place with the prefix, it is appropriated only to God. “ee 
32 


iy 


servant; for a message is a service: it implies a person sending, and a person sent. 
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‘He bears also the same title, angel or messenger, as he whose 
tament hove been enumerated. t ? . 2 
“« The Messenger of the Covenant, therefore, is Jehovah's messenger ;—if 


person who sendeth there must be mig * : Submission to that authority in the per 
sonsent. The Messenger, therefore, of the Covenant is the servant of the Lord Jehovah > 
but the same person who is the Messenger, is the Lord Jehovah himself, not the same 
with the sender, but bearing the. same name; because-united in that mysterious nature and 
undivided substance which the name imports. The same person, thereft servant and 
Lord; and, by uniting these characters in the same person, what does the prophet but describe 
that great mystery of the Gospel, the union of the nature which governs and the n which. - 
serves,—the union of the Divine and human nature in the person of the Christ?” (6) * = 

Now this prophecy is expressly applied to Christ by St. Mark. “The beginning of tha 
Gospel of Jesus Chnist, the Son of God, as if és written, Behold I send mymessenger 
thy face, which shall att ~ way before thee.”-- It-follows from this, that Jesus is the 
Lord, the Lord of the Temple, the Messenger of the Covenant mentioned in the prophecy ; 
and bearing these exact-characters of the appearing Angel of the Testament, 
who was the King of the Jews ; whose temple was His, because he resided in it, and so was 
called ‘ the house ef the Lord ;” and who was “ the Messenger” of their Covenant ; identity 
of the persons cannot be mistaken. One coincidence is'singularly striking. It has beém proved 
that the Angel Jehovah had his residence in the Jewish tabernacle temple, 
took possession, or came suddenly to both, at their dedication, and filled them with his 
On one oecasion Jesus himself, though in a state of humiliation, comes in public ession to 
the temple at Jerusalem, and calls it “his own,” thus at once declaring that mere iiplenciont 
and rightful Lord of the Temple, and appropriating to himself this eminent prophecy... Bishop 
Horsley has introduced this circumstance in his usual striking and convincing manner. ; 

© A third time Jesus came still more remarkably as the Lerd to his temple, when he came 
up from Galilee to celebrate the last passover, and made that public entry at Jerusalem which 
is described by all the Evangelists. It will be necessary to enlarge upon thé particulars of 
this interesting story: fer the right understanding of our Savi duct upon thi ion 
depends so much upon seeing certain leading circumstances in pope light,—upon a recol- 
lection of ancient prophecies, and_an attention to the customs of the Jewish people,—that I 
am apt to suspect, few now-a-days discern in this extraordinary transaction what was clearly 
Seen In it at the time by our Lord's disciples, and in some measure understood by his enemies. 
I shall present you with an ordérly detail of the story, and comment upon the particulars as 
they arise: and I doubt not but that by God’s assistance I shall teach you to perceive in this 
public eutry of Jesus of Nazareth, (if you have not perceived it before,) a conspictious advent 
of the great Jehovah to his temple.—Jesus, on his last journey from Galilee to Jerusalem, 
stops at the foot of Mount Olivet, and sends two of his disciples to a neighbouring village to 
provide an ass’s colt to convey him from that place to the city, distant hot more than half a 
mile. The colt is brought, and gious is seated upon it. This first cireumstance must be well 
considered ; it is the key to the whole mystery of the story. What could be his meaning in 
choosing this singular conveyance? It could not be that the fatigue of the short journey which’ 
remained was likely to be too much for him afoot; and that no better animal was to be 
cured. Nor was the ass in these days (though it had been in earlier ages) an animal in high 
esteem in the East, used for-travelling or for state by persons of the first condition,—that this 
conveyance should be chosen for the grandeur or profriety of the appearance. Strange as it 
may seem, the coming to Jerusalem tipon an ass’s colt was one of the prophetical: characters 
of the Messiah ; and the great singularity of it had perhaps been the reason that this character 
had been more generally attended to than any other ; so that there was no Jew who was not 
apprized that the Messiah was to come to the holy city in that manner. ‘Rejoice greatly, O 
daughter of Zion! shout, O daughter of Jerusalem!’ saith Zechariah; ‘Behold thy King 
cometh unts thee! He is just, and having salvation; lowly, and riding upon an ass, evena 
colt, the foal of an ass!” And this prophecy the Jews never understood of any other person 
than the Messiah. Jesus, therefore, by seating himself upon the ass’s colt in order to go to’ 
Jerusalem, without any possible inducement either of gfandeur or convenience, openly declared 
humself to be that King who was to come, and at whose coming in that manner Zion was to 
rejoice. And so the disciples, if we may judge from what immediately followed, understood 
this proceeding; for no sooner did they see their master seated on the colt, than they broke 
out into transports of the highest joy, as if in this great sight they had the full contentment of 

hes; conceiving, as it should seem, the sanguine hope that the kingdom was 


this instan’ 9 restored to Israel. They strowed the way which Jesus was to pass with 
the anches of the trees which grew beside it;~a mark of honour, in the East, never 
paid but to the ¢ emperors on occasions of the highest pomp. y proclaimed him 
the long expec Dayid’s throne,—the Bléssed One coming ii mame of the Lord ; 


that is, in the language of Malachi, the Messenger of the Covenant : and they rent the skies 
with the exulting acclamation of ‘ Hosanna in the highest!’ On their way to Jertisalem, they 


(6) Horsley’s Sermons. 
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are met | ultitude. from the city, whom the tidings had no sooner reached than 
they ran ov er joy to join his triumph. _ When they reached Jerusalem, ‘ the whole 
ity,” Says the blessed Evangelist, ‘was moved.’ Here recollect, that it was now the season — 
‘ le passover. ‘The passover was the highest festival of the Jewish nation, the anniversary 
of that memorable night when Jehovah led his armies out of Egypt with a high hand and an 
extended arm,—‘a night much to be remembered to the Lord of the children of Israel in their 
generations ;? and much indeed it was remembered. The devout Jews flocked at this season 
to Jerusalem, not only from every corner of Judea, but from the remotest countries whither 
God had scattered them; and the numbers of the strangers that were annually collected in 
Jerusalem during this festival are-beyond imagination. ‘These strangers, who living at a dis- 
tance knew little of what had been passing in Judea since their last visit, were they who were 
moved (as well, they might be) with wonder and astonishment, when Jesus, so humble in his 
equipage, so honoured in his numerous attendants, appeared within the city gates; and every 
one asks his neighbour, ‘Who is this?’ It was replied by-some of the natives of Judea,— 
but, as I conceive, by none of the disciples; for any of them at this time would have given 
another answer,—it was replied, ‘This is the Nazarene, the great prophet. from Galilee” 
Through the throng of Hee tstonished spectators the procession passed by the public streets 
of Jerusalem to the temple, where immediatély the sacred porticoes résound with the con- 
tinued hosannas of the multitudes. The chief priests and scribes are astonished and alarmed: 
they request Jesus himself to silence his followers. Jesus, in the early part of his ministry, 
be: always been cautious of any public display of personal consequence ; lest the malice of 
his enemies should be too soon provoked, or the aatnirieed zeal of his friends should raise civil 
commotions. But now that his work on earth was finished in all but the last painful part of 
it,—now that he had firmly laid the foundations of God’s kingdom in the hearts of his dis- 
ciples,—now that.the Apostles were prepared and instructed for their office,—now that the 
days of vengeance on the Jewish nation were at hand, and it mattered not how soon they 
should incur the displeasure of the Romans their masters,—Jesus lays aside a reserve which 
could be no longer useful; and, instead of checking the zeal of his followers, hé gives a new 
aiarm to the chief priests and scribes, by a direct and firm assertion of his right to-the honours 
that were so largely shown to him. ‘If these, says he, ‘ were silent, the stones of this build- 
ing would be endued wi oice to proclaim my titles:’ and then, as_on a former occasion, 
he drove out the traders; but with a higher tone of authority, calling it his own house, and 
saying, ‘My house is the house of prayer, but ye have made it a den of thieves.” You have 
now the story, in all its circumstances, faithfully collected from the four Evangelists ; nothing 
exaggerated, but set in order, and perhaps somewhat illustrated by an application of old pro- 
phecies, and a recollection of Jewish customs, Judge for yourselves whether this was not an 
advent of the Lord Jehovah taking pérsonal posséssion of his temple.” (7) ; 

But it is not only in these passages that the namé Jehovah, the appellation of the appearing 
Angel of the Old Pestarnent and other titles of divinity, afe given to Messiah; and if Jesus 
be Messiah, then are they his titles and as truly mark his Divinity. 

“ The voice of him that crieth in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, (Jewovan,) 

make straight in the desert a highway for our God. Fivery valley shall be exalted, and every 
mountain shall be made low ; and the crooked shall be made straight, and the rough places 
plain, and the glory of the Lord (JzHovan) shall be revealed, and all flesh shall see it together.” 
‘This being spoken of him of whom John the Baptist was to be the forerunner; and the appli- 
cation having been afterward expressly made by the Baptist to our Lord, it is evident that a= 
is the person “to whom the prophet attributes the incommunicable name of Jenova, and 
styles him ‘ our God.’ ” (8) 
' “* Now all this was done that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lorp by the 
prophet, saying, Behold a virgin shall conceive, and shall bring forth a Son, and they shall call 
his name Emanvet, which being interpreted is God with us.” Here another prediction of 
Isaiah is expressly applied to Jesus. “Thou shalt bring forth a son, and shalt call his name 
Jesus, and he shall be great, and the Lord God shall give to him the throne of his father 
David, and he shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever and ever, and of his kingdom there 
shall. be no end.” These are the words of the angel to Mary, and obviously apply to our 
Lord the words of Isaiah, “Unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given, and the govern- 
ment shall be upon his shoulder, and his name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the 
mighty God, the everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace. Of the increase of his government 
and power there shall be no end, upon the throne of David to order and establish 1t for ever.” 
It is-unnecessary at present, to quote more of those numerous passages which speak of the 
future Messiah under divine titles, and which are applied to Jesus as that Messiah actually 
manifested. They do not in so many words connect the Angel of Jehovah with Jesus as the 
same person; but, taken with the passages above adduced, they present evidence of a very 
weighty character in favour of that position. A plurality of persons in the one Godhead 1s 
mentioned in the Jewish Scriptures; this plurality is restricted to three; one of them appears 
as “the acting God” of the Patriarchal and Mosaic age; the prophets speak of a divine per- 
son to come as the Messiah, bearing precisely the same titles; no one supposes this to be the 
% 


(7) Horsley. (8) Wogan. 
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‘Holy Ghost ; it cannot be the Father, seeing that Messiah is God’s servant anid God’s messen- 
ger; and the only conclusion is, that the Messiah predicted is h s kno) inde 

titles, Angel, Son of Géd, Word of God, in the Old Testament ; andi 
he is that Son, that Word, that Servant, that Messenger ; and bearix 
racters as the Angel of Jehovah, is that Angel himself, and is entitled 
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Angel Jehovah to Mount Zion as a prophetic type of the ase 
“ Wherefore he saith, when he ascended on high he led cap 
sion, therefore, is, that the rel Jehovah who is addressed 1 a, and Christ, are the 
same person. This is marked with equal strength in verse 29. The Psalm, let it be observed, 
is determined by apostolical authority to be a prophecy of Christ, as indeed its terms intimate ; 
and with reference to the future conquests of Messiah, the prophet exclaims, “‘ Because of thy 
temple at Jerusalem shall kings bring presents unto thee.” The future Christ is spoken of as 


one having the Sse Jerusalem. : 


ive,” &c. The conclu- 


“Tn St. Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians, we read, ‘Neither let us tempt Curis7, as 
some of them (that is, the Jews in the wilderness) also tempted, and were destroyed by ser- 
pents,’ x, 9. The pronoun him, avrov, must be understood after ‘tempted,’ and it is found in 
some MSS., though not sufficiently numerous to Warrant its insertion in the text. It is, how- 
ever, necessarily implied, and refers to Christ just before mentioned. The Jews in the wilder. 
ness here are said to have tempted some person; and to understand by that person any. other 
than Christ, who is just before named, is against all grammar, which never allows without 
absolute necessity any other accusative to be understood by the verb than that of some person’ 
or thing before mentioned in the same sentence. The conjunction ga, also éstablishes this 
interpretation beyond doubt: ‘Neither iet us tempt Curist as some of them atso tempted? 
—tempted whom? The answer clearly is, as they also tempted Christ, If Christ then was 
the person whom the Israelites tempted in the wilderness, he unavoidably becomes the Jehovah 
of the Old Testament.” (9) 

This is rendered the more striking, when the passage to which the Apostle refers is given 
at length. “(Ye shall not tempt the Lord your God, as ye tempted him in Massah.” Now what. 
could lead the Apostle to-substitute Christ, in the place of the Lord your God ?—“ Neither let 
us tempt Christ, as ‘some of them also tempted” Christ, for that is the accusative which must 
be supplied. Nothing certainly but that the idea was familiar to him, that Christ, and the 
Angel Jehovah, who conducted and governed the Israelites, were the same person, 


(9) Holden’s Testimonies. See this Text, so fatal to the Socinian scheme, triumphantly established against 
the liberty of their criticisms, in Dr. Magee’s Postscript to Appendix, p, 211, &c. 
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nat ye refuse not him'that speaketh ; for if they escaped not who 
th, much more shall not we escape, if we turn away from him that 
ee ose voice then shook the earth, but now he hath promised,” &c. 
passag is decisive a: that the Angel of Jehovah, and our Lord, are the same 
person. ‘Him that speaketh from heaven,” the context determines to be Christ ; “him that. 
spake on earth” is probably Moses. The “ voice” that then “ abock the earth,” was the voice 
of him that gave the law, at the sound of which the mountain trembled and shook. He who 
gave the law we haye already proved, from the authority of Scripture, to have been the Angel 
of Jehovah, and the Apostle declares that the same person now speaks to us “ from heaven,” 
in the Gospel, and is therefore the Lord Christ. Dr. Mac Knight. says, that it was not the 
Son’s voice which shook the earth, because it was not the Son who gave the law. In this he is 
clearly contradicted by St. Stephen, and the whole Jewish history. The proto-martyr in his 
defence, expressly says, that it was “the Angel” who spake with Moses in the Mount; and 
here the Apostle Paul declares, that it was the voice of Chvist which then shook the earth. 
Nothing can more certainly prove than this collation of scriptures, that the Son gave the law, 
and that “the Angel” who spake to Moses, and Christ, are the. same person. 
~The above passage, mi cessary grammatical construction, so certainly marks out Christ 
as the person -whose voice shook the earth atthe giving of the law, that the Socinians, in their 
New Version of the Testament, have chosen to get rid of a ieenony which no criticism could 


not God that speaketh ;” thus, introducing a new antecedent, This ins 
version of the very text of the word of God, has received its merited rep 
eminent critics who have exposed the dishonesties, the ignorance, and the 
of what is called an “Improved Version” of the New Testament. Foy A ea ay 

These views are confirmed by the testimonies of the early Fathers, to whom the opinions 
of the- Apostles, on this subject, one not at all affected by the controversies of the day, would 
naturally descend. ‘The opinions of the ancient Jews, which are also decidedly confirmatory, 
will be given in their proper place.. i) Sage. nbs 

Justin Martyr has delivered his sentiments very freely upon the Divine appearances. “ Our 
Christ,” he says, ‘conversed with Moses out of the bush, in the appearance of fire. And 
Moses received great strength -from Christ, who spake to him in the appearance of fire.” 
Again:—“ The Jews are justly reproved, for imagining that the Father of all things spake 
to Moses, when indeed it was the Son of God, who is called the Angel and the Messenger of 
the Father. He formerly appeared in the form of fire, and without a human shape, to Moses 
and the other prophets: but now—being made a man of the Virgin,” &c. 

Irenzus says, “The Scripture is full of the Son of God’s appearing: sometimes to talk and 
eat with Abraham, at other times to instruct Noah about the measures of the ark ; at another 
time to seek Adam; at another time to bring down judgment upon Sodom; then again, to 
‘direct Jacob in the way ; and again to converse with Moses.out of the bush.” 

Tertullian says, “It was the Son who judged men from the beginning, destroying that lofty 
tower, and confounding their languages, punishing the whole world with a flood of waters, 
and raining fire and brimstone upon Sodom and Gomorrah, the Lord pouring it down from the 
Lord : for he always descended to hold converse with men, from Adam even to the patriarchs 
and prophets, in visions, in dreams, in mirrors, in dark sentences, always preparing his way 
from the beginning: neither was it possible, that the God who conversed with men upon earth, 
could be any other than that Word which was to be made flesh.” 

Clemens Alexandrinus says, “The Pedagogus appeared to Abraham, to Jacob, wrestled 
with him, and lastly, manifested himself to Moses.” Again: “Christ gave the world the law 
of nature, and the written law of Moses, Wherefore, the Lord deriving from one fountain 
both the first and second precepts which he gave, neithet overlooked those who were before 
the law, so as to leave them without law, nor suffered those who minded not the philosophy 
of the barbarians to do as they pleased. He gave to the one precepts, to the other philosophy, 
and concluded them in unbelief till his coming, when, whosoever believes not is without excuse.” 

Origen says, “My Lord Jesus Christ descended to the earth more than once. He came 
down to Esaias, to Moses, and to every one of the prophets.” Again :—“ 'That our blessed 
Saviour did sometimes become as an angel, we may be induced to believe, if we consider the 
appearances and speeches of angels, who in some’texts have said, ‘I am the God of Abraham, 
and the God of Isaae,’” &e. ‘ 

Theophilus of Antioch, also declares, * that it was the Son of God who appeared to Adam 


a 


immediately after the fall, who, assuming the person of the Father and the Lord of all, came 


in paradise under the person of God, and conversed with Adam.” ¥ 
!_ The Synod of Antioch :—* The Son,” say they, ‘is sometimes called an Angel, and some- 
times the Lord, sometimes God. For it is impious to imagine, that the God of the universe 1s 
any where called an angel. But the messenger of the Father is the Son, who himself is Lord 
and God: for it is written, The Angel of the great council.” ; n *: 
Cyprian observes, that “the angel who appeared to the patriarch is Christ and God.” And 
this he confirms by producing a number of those passages from the Old Testament, where it 
is said, that an angel of the Lord appeared and spake in the name of God. 


——— a “— 
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_ Hilary speaks to the same purpose :—“ He who is called the Angel of C 
and God. or the Son of God, a to the Prophet, is the pac 
the distinction of persbns might be entire, he is called the Angel of Go 
of God, the same also is-the Angel, (or Messenger) of God: and yet, at 
due honour might be paid, he is also called Lord and God.” &: hy 
St. Basil, says, “ Who thenis it, that is called both an angel and God ? Is it not he, whose 
name, we are told, is called the Angel of the great Covenant ? For though it was in aftertimes 
that he became the Angel of the great Covenant, yet even before that, he did not disdain the 
title of an Angel, or Messenger.” Again:—‘“ It is manifest to every one, that where the same 
ren is styled both an angel and God, it must be meant of the only-begotten, who manifests 
imself to mankind in different generations, and declares the will of the Father to his saints. 
Wherefore, he who, at his appearing to Moses, called himself I am, cannot-be conceived to be 
any other person than God, the Word who was in the beginning with God.” j 
_ Other authorities may be seen in Waterland’s Defence of Queries, that decidedly refutes 


a Dr. Samuel Clarke, who pretends, in order to.cover his Arianism, that the Fathers represent 
-— 


‘the angel as speaking in the person of the Father. sg 
"Two objections to this doctrine, taken from the Scrip without difficulty. © 
* God, who at sundry times, and in divers manners, spake in time past unto the fathers by 
the Prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son.” ‘To those only who deny 
the manifestation and agency of the Father in every case in the Old Testament, this passage 
presents a difficulty. God the Father is certainly meant by the Apostle, and he is’said to have 
spoken by the Prophets. But this is no difficulty to those who, though they contend that the 
ordinary appearances of the Deity were those of the Son, yet allow the occasional manifesta- 
ion of the Father. He is the fountain of inspiration.. The Son is sent by the Father, but the 
Spirit is sent by the Father and by the Son. This is the order in the New Testament, and 
also, as many passages show in the Old. The Spirit sent by the Father, qualified the Prophets 
to speak unto “our fathers.” The Apostle, however, says nothing more than that there was 
an agency of the Father in sending the Prophets, which does not exclude that of the Son also; 
for the opposition lies in the owlward visible and standing means of conveying the knowledge 
of the will of God to men, which under the Law was by mere men, though prophets; under 
the Gaspel, by the incarnate Son. Communication by prophets under the Law, did not exclude 
other communications by the Son in his Divine character; and communication by the Son 
under the Gospel, does not exclude other communications-by Apostles, Evangelists, and 
Christian prophets. The text is not therefore an exclusive proposition either way. It is not 
clear, indeed, that any direct opposition at all is intended in the text, but a simple declaration 
of the equal authority of both dispensations, and the peculiar glory of the latter, whose human 
minister and revealer was the Son of God im our nature. 

The second objection rests upon a passage inthe same epistle. “If the word spoken by 
angels was steadfast, and every transgression and disobedience received a just recompense of 
reward, how shall we escape if we neglect so great salvation, which at first began to be spoken 
by the Lord ?- ‘To understand this passage, it is to be noted, that the Apostle refers to the 
judicial law of Moses, which had its prescribed penalty for every “ transgression and disobe+ 
dience.” Now.this law was not, like the Decalogue, spoken by God himself, but by angels, 
For after the voice of God had spoken the Ten Commandments, the people entreated that God 
would not speak to them any more, Accordingly, Moses says, Deut. v, 22, “'These words,” 
the Decalogue, “ the Lord spake unto all your assembly in the mount, out of the midst of the 
fire, with a great voice, and: he added no more, and Me wrote them in two tables of stone, and 
delivered them-unto me.” The rest, “both the judicial and the ceremonial law, was delivered, 
and the covenant was made, by the mediation of Moses: and therefore the Apostle says, 
Gal. i, 19, ‘Fhe law was ordained by angels in the hand ofa mediator: hence it is called the 
law of Moses. And the character given of it in the Pentateuch is this,—these are the statutes, 
and judgments, and laws, which the Lord made between him and the children of Israel in 
Mount Sinai, by the hand of Moses.” (1) * aA 

Nor does the Apostle’s argument respect the author of the law, for no one can suppose that 
angels were its authors, nor the giver of the law, for angels have nd such authority ; but. the’ 
medium through which it was communicated, or “spoken.” In the case of the Decalogue 
that medium was the Lord, the Angel Jehovah himself in majesty ; but in the body of judicial 
and ceremonial laws, to which he clearly refers, angels and Moses. The visible medium by 
which the Gospel was communicated, was the Son of God made flesh. ‘That word was 
“spoken by the Lord,” not: only in his personal, but in his mediatorial character; and, by 
that wonderful condescension, its importance, and the danger of neglecting it Sea marked 
in the most eminent and impressive manner. e: ota 

It has now therefore been established that the Angel Jehoyah, and Jesus Christ our Lord 
are the same person ; and this is the first great argument by which his Divinity is established. 
He not only existed before his incarnation, but is’seen at the head of the religious institutions 
of his own church, up to the earliest ages. We trace the manifestations of the same person” 
from Adam to Abraham; from Abraham to Moses ; from Moses to the Prophets ; from the 


(1) Randolph Przl. Theolog, 
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‘ come _ Under every manifestation he has appeared in the form of God, ‘never 
*. it rol r to be equal with God. “Dressed in the appropriate robes of God’s state, 


as 


* 


wearing God’s crown, and wielding God’s sceptre,” he has.ever received Divine homage and 
honour. No name is given to the Angel Jehovah, which is not given to Jehovah Jesus; no 
attribute is ascribed to Ry one which is not ascribed to the other; the worship which was 
paid to the one by Patriarchs and Prophets,was paid to the other by Evangelists andA postles ; 
and the Scriptures declaz > them to be the same august person,—the image of the Invisible, 
whom »o man can see and live ;—the Redeeming Angel, the Redeeming Kinsman, and the 
Redeeming God. ~ wg : : 4 ke De 
That the titles with which ER are unequivocal declarations of absolute 
Divinity, will be the subject of the next chapter. HRS ies 4 


sca che 


it 
se a ce oe ist 
epi a Tue Titus or Curisr. : 
ri 5 ; 


~ Various proofs were adduced, in the last chapter, that the visible Jehovah of the Old Testa- 
‘ment is to be regarded as a Being distinct from the Farner, yet having Divine titles ascribed 
to him, being’ arrayed with Divine attributes, and performing Divine works equal to his. ‘That 
this august Being was the same who afterward appeared as “Tue Curist,” in the person 
of Jesus of Nazareth, was also proved; and the conclusion of that branch of the argument 
was, that Jesus Christ is, in an absolute sense, a Divine Person, and, as such, is to be received 
and adored. rage ‘ + ? Wis — od 

It is difficult to conceive any point more satisfactorily established in the Scriptures than the 
Pear! epcarancas our Lord, during the Patriarchal and Mosaic dispensations, under a 

ivine character ; but this argument, so far from having exhausted the proof of his Godhead, 
_is only another in that series of rising steps by which e, at length, conducted to the most 
unequiyocal and ample demonstration of this great and fundamental doctrine. 

The next argument is stated at the head of this chapter. If the titles given to Christ are 
such as can designate a Divine Being, and a Divine Being only, thenis he, to whom they are 
by inspired authority ascribed, Divine; or, otherwise, the Word of Tru ru must stand charged 
with practising a direct deception upon mankind, and that in a fundamental article of religion. 
This is our argument, and we proceed to the illustration. ~~ 

The first of these titles which calls for our attention is that of JenovaH. Whether “the 
‘Angel Jehovah” were the future Christ or not, does not affect this'case. Even Socinians 
acknowledge Jesus to be the Messiah ; and, if this is one of the titles of the promised Messiah, 
itis, consequently, a title of our Lord, and must be ascribed to him’by all who believe Jesus 
to be the Messiah. “ae 
_ So many instances of this were given, in the preceding chapter, that it is. unnecessary to 
repeat them; and indeed the fact, that the name Jehovah is applied to the Messiah in many 
“passages of the Old Testament, is admitted by the manner in which the argument, deduced 
from this fact, is objected to by our opponents. “The Jewish Cabbalists,” says Dr. Priestley, 
“might easily admit that the Mesdah might be called Jehovah, without supposing that he 
was any thing more than a man, who had no existence before. his birth,”—“ Several things 
in the Scriptures are called by the name of Jehovah; as, Jerusalem is called Jehovah our 
Righteousness.” (1) They are not, however, the Jewish interpreters only who give the name 
Jehovah to Messiah; but the inspired Prophets themselves, in passages which, by the equally 
inspired Evangelists and Apostles, are applied to Jesus. (No instance can be given in which 
any being, acknowledged by all to be a created being, is called Jehoyah in the Scriptures, or 
was so called among the Jews. “The peculiar sacredness attached to this name among them 
was a sufficient guard against such an application of it in their common language; and as for 
the Scriptures, they explicitly represent it as peculiar to Divinity itself. ‘I am Jenoyan, that 
is my name, and my glory will I not give to another.” “I am Jenovan, and there is none else, 
there 1s no God besides me.” ‘* Thou, whose NAME ALONE 15 Jenovan, art the most high, above 
ali the earth.” The peculiarity of the name is often strongly stated by Jewish commentators, 
which sufficiently refutes Dr. Priestley, who affirms that they could not, on that account, con- 
clude the Messiah to be more than a man. Kimschi paraphrases Isaiah xlii, 8, “ Jenovan, 
that is my name”—“that name is proper to me.” On fo xii, 5, “Jepovan his memorial,” 
he says, “In the name El and Elohim, he communicates with others; but, in this name, he 
communicates with none.” Aben Ezra, on Exodus iii, 14, proves, at length, that this name 
is proper to God. (2) # 

it is, surely, a miserable pretence to allege, that this name is sometimes given to places. It 
is so; but only in composition with some other word, and not surely as indicative of any 
quality in the places themselves, but as memoriats of the acts and goodness of JeHovaH him- 
self, as manifested in those localities. So “Jehovah-Jireh, in the mount of the Lord it shall 


(1) History of Early Opinions. (2) Hoornbeck, Socin. Confut. 
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be seen,” x iiren Lord will see or provi ed to HIS pee a Tsaae, and, 
_ probab r, to the provision of the future sacrifice of Christ. The same obser ition may be made 
‘as to Jehovah N’ issi, Jehovah Shallum, &c: they are names not descriptive of places, but of events 
onnected with them, which marked the interposition and character of God himself. It is an 
‘unsettled poit t among critics, whether Jah, which is sometimes feoad in composition as a 
proper name n, as Abijah, Jehovah is. my father, Adonijah, Jehovah is: my lord an 
pbreviati a ovah‘or not, so that the case will afford no ground of argument. But, if it 
were, it would avail nothing, for it is found onlyin a combined form, and evidently relates not 
to the persons who bore these names, as a descriptive appellation, but to some connection which 
existed, or was supposed to exist, between them and the Jenovan they acknowlec 1 ge their 
od. ‘The cases would have been Parallel, bed oundond been called Abijah, “Jehovah is my 
ther,” or Jedediah, * the beloved of Jehovah.” Robin ads that case, would have been fur- 
nished, so far as mere name was concerned, to distinguish him from his countrymen bearing 
‘but he is called Jehov uh himself, a name el the Scriptures give to 

“no person whatever except to each ae sgeroili REE who stand forth, in the pages of the 
and S supre 


New Testaments, crow me and exclusive honour and eminence. 


Nor is it true, that, in Jerem xxiii, 16, Jerusalem is called “Jehovah our Righteous- 


-* ness.” The parallel. passage in the same book, chap. xxiil, 5, 6, sufficiently shows that this 
; tJekodon but the. name of “Tae. Ranch.” Much criticism has been* 


-is not the name o 

bestowed upor i ese passages to establish the point, whether the clause ought to be rendered, 
“ And this is the name by which the Lord shall call him, ow Righteousness ;” or, “this is the 
name by which he shall be called, the Lord our Righteousness ;” which last has, I think, been 
‘decisively established ; but he would be a very exceptionable critic who should conclude either 
of them to be an appellative, not of Messiah, but of Jerusalem, contrary both to the prope of 
the passage and to the literal rendering of the words, words capable of somewhat different. 
constructions, but in no case capable of being applied either to the people of Judah, or to the 
ety, of Jerusalem. : : : 


he force of the argument from the application of the name Jehovah to Messiah may be : 


thus stated: : r ’ . ‘ 7 
Whatever belongs to Messiah, that may and must be attributed to Jesus, as being the true 
and only Christ.; and-accordingly we have seen, that the Evangelists and Apostles spply,inese 
passages to our Lord, in which the Messiah is unequivocally called Jehovah. But this is the 
eculiar and appropriate name of God; that mame by which he is distinguished from all other 
eings, and which imports’ perfections so high and appropriate.to the only living and true God, 
such as self-existence and eternity, that it can, in truth, be a descriptive appellation of no other 
being. It is, however, solemnly and repeatedly given to the Messiah ; and, unless we can’ sup- 
pose Scripture to contradict itself, by making that a peculiar name which is not peculiar to 
him, and to establish an inducement, to that idolatry which it so sternly condemns, and an 
excuse‘for it, then this adorable name itself declares the absolute Divinity of hin: who is in- 
vested with it, and is to him, as well asto the Father, a name of revelation, a name descriptive 
of the attributes which can pertain only to essential Godhead. Ca Eg cs 
_ This conclusion. is corroborated by the constant use of the title “Lorn” as an appellation 
of Jesus, the Messiah, when manifest in the flesh.. His disciples not only applied to‘him those 
passages of the Old Testament, in which the Messias is called Jehovah, but salute and wor- 
ship him by a. title which is of precisely the same original import, (3) and which is, therefore, 
to be considered in many: places.of the Septuagint and the New Testament, an exact transla- 
tion of the august name Jehovah, and fully equivaleat to it in its import. It is allowed, that 


it is also used as the translation of ather names of God, which import simply dominion, and — 
that it is applied also to merely human masters and rulers. It is not, therefore, like the Je- 


hovah of the Old Testament, an incommunicable name, but, in its highest seyse, it is universally 
allowed to belong to God; and, if, in this highest sense, it is applied to Christ, then is the 
argument valid, that im the sacred writers, whether. used to express’ the self and independent 
existence of him who bears it, ar that dominion which, from its nature and circumstances, must 
be Divine, it contains a notation of true and absolute Divinity. sb yh 


The first proof of this is, that, both in the Septuagint and by the writers of the New Testa-. 


ment, it is the term by which the name Jehovah is translated. The Socinians have a fiction, 
that Kugios properly answers to Adonai, because the Jews were wont, in reading to siictnats 
that name in place of Jehavah. But this is sufficiently answered by Bishop Pearson, who ob- 
serves, that “it is not probable that the LXX should think Kupros to be the proper interpret- 
ation of sy48 and yet give it to Jehovah, only in the place of Adonai; for if they had, it would 
have followed, that when Adonai and Jehovah had met in one sence they would not have 
put another word for Adonai, and placed Kugios for Jehovah, to which; of itself, according to 


their observation, it did not belong.”—“ The reason also of the assertion is most uncertain; 


for, though it be confessed that the Masoreths did read Adonai when they found Jehovah, and 
Josephus before them expresses the sense of the, Jews of his age, that the rereayauparov was 


(3) ag 3) Pearson, on the second article of the Creed, thus concludes a learned note on the etymology of 
Kuecos, Lord: “From all which it undeniably appeareth, that the ancient signification of Kyaw is the sams 
with enn, or vrapyw sum, Tam.” ; é 


at 


. 
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an obscure passage ; but 
of Adonai for ‘todd on 


late Jehovah by ee ae l fe . 
Kvpios, Lord, is, the ord ir ch the Greek of the Septuagint renders the name 
Jehovah; and, in all pe s in which Messias is called by that peculiar title of Divinity, we 


ve the authority of this version to apply it, in its ft 
hrist, who is himself that Messias. For this reason, lso because, as men inspired, they — 
were directed to fit and proper terms, the writers of t : New Testament apply this appella- 
. tion to their Master, when they quote these prophetic passages as fulfilled in him. ‘They 
' found it used in the Greek version of the Old Testament, in its highest possible ir yport, as a 
rendering of Jehovah. Had they thought Jesus less than God, they cuahetor have avoided, 
and must have avoided, giving to him a title which would mislead their readers; or else have 
timated, that they did not use it in its highest sense as a title of Divinity, but in its very 
lowest, as a term of merely human courtesy, or, at best, of human dominion. But we have 
no such intimation; and, if they wrote under the inspiration of the Spirit of Truth, it follows, 
that they used it as being understood to be fully equivalent to the title Jehovah itself. This. 
their quotations will show. The evangelist Matthew (iii, 3) quotes and applies to Christ the 
celebrated prophecy of Isaiah x], 3: “For this is he that was spoken of by the Prophet Esaias, 
saying, The voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make his 
paths straight.” The other evangelists make the same application of it, representing John as 
the herald of Jesus, the “‘ TzHovau” of the Prophet, and their “Kuptos.” It was, therefore, in 
the highest possible sense that they used the term, because they used it as fully equivalent to 
Jehovah. So again, in Luke i, 16, 17: “And many of the children of Israel shall he turn to _ 
THE Lord THEIR Gop, and he shall go before um in the spirit and power of Elias.” “Him,” 
unquestionably refers to “the Lord their God ;” and we have here a proof that Christ bears 
that eminent title of Divinity, so frequent in the Old Testament, “the Lonp Gop,” Jehovah 
Aleim ; and also that Kupos answered, in the view of an inspired writer, to the name Jehovah.» 
On this point the Apostle Paul also adds-his testimony, Romans x, 13, “ Whosoever shall call 
upon the name of the Lorp shall be saved ;”” which is quoted from Joel ii, 32, “‘ Whosoever 
shall call on the name of Jenovax shall be delivered.” Other passages might be added, but 
the argument does not rest upon their number; these are so explicit, that they are amply 
sufficient to establish the important conclusion, that, in whatever senses the term “ Lord” may 
be used, and though the writers of the New Testament, like ourselves, use it occasionally in 
a lower sense, yet they use it also in its highest possible sense, and in its loftiest signification, 
when they intended it to be understood as equivalent to Jehovah, and, in that sense, they 
apply it to Christ. i 
But, even when the title “orp” is not employed to render the name Jehovah, in passages 
quoted from the Old Testament, but is used as the common appellation of Christ, after h 
resurrection, the disciples so connect it with other terms, and with circumstances which so 
clearly imply Divinity, that it cannot reasonably be made a question but that they themselves 
considered it as a Divine title, and intended that it should be so understood by their readers. 
In that sense they applied it to the Father, and it is clear, that they did not use it im a lower 
sense when they gave it to the Son, It is put absolutely, and by way of eminence, “tue Lorp.” _ 
It is joined with “Gon ;” so in the passage above quoted from St. Luke, where Christ 1s called 
the Lora Gon; and when Thomas, in an act of adoration, calls him “ My Lory and my Gov,” 
When it is used to express dominion, that dominion is represented as absolute and universal, 
and, therefore, divine. ‘‘Heis Lorp of all.” “Kune of kings and Lorn of lords.” ‘Thou, 
Lorp, in the beginning hast laid the foundation of the earth; and the heavens are the works 
of thy hands. They shall perish; but thou remainest: and they all shall wax old, as doth a 
garment, and as a vesture shalt thou change them, and they shal! be changed ; but thou art 
the same, and thy years shall not fail.” a (KEE 
Thus, then, the titles of “Jehovah” and “Lord” both prove the Divinity of our Saviour; 
“for,” as it is remarked by Dr. Waterland, “if Jehovah signify the eternal, immutable God, 
itis manifest that the name is incommunicable, since there is but one God ; and, if the name 
ke incommunicable, then Jehovah can signify nothing but that one God, to whom, and tu wliom 
only, it is applied. And if both these parts be true, and if it be true, likewise, that ne tthe ey 
is applied to Christ, the consequence 1s irresistible, that Christ is the same one Go not the 
same person, with the Father, to whom also the name Jehovah is attributed, but the same 
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substance, the same being, in a word, the same Jehovah, thus revealed to be more persons 
shan one.” ... ae j : ; 
aise’ “That this title is attributed to Christ is too obvious to be wholly denied, though 
“some of the passages which have been alleged as instances of this application of the term have 
been controverted. Even in this a great point is gained. Jesus Christ is called God: this the 
adversaries of his Divinity are obliged to confess, and this confession admits, that the letter of 
Scripture is, therefore, in favour of orthodox opinions. It is, indeed, said, that the term God, 
like the term Lorp, is used in an inferior sense ; but nothing is gained by this; nothing is, on 
that account, proved against the Deity of Christ; for it must, still be allowed, that it is a term 
used in Scripture to express the Divine Nature, and that it isso used generally. The question, 
therefore, is only limited to this, whether our Lord is called God, in the highest. sense of that 
appellation. This might, indeed, be argued from those passages in the Old Testament in 
which the title is given to the acting, manifested Jehovah, “the Lord God” of the Old Testa- 
ment; but this having been anticipated, I confine myself chiefly to the Evangelists and Apostles. 
Before that proof is adduced, which will most unequivocally show that Jesus Christ is called 
God, in the highest sense of that term, it will, however, be necessary to show that, in its high- 
est sense, it involves the notion of absolute Divinity. This-has been denied: Sir Isaac New- 
ton, who, on theological subjects, as Bishop Horsley observes, “went out lke a common 
man,” says that the word God ‘tis a relative term, and has a regard to servants ; 1t is true, it 
denotes a Being eternal, infinite, and absolutely perfect ; but a Being, however eternal, infinite, 
and absolutely perfect, without dominion, would not be God.” (5) ‘This relative notion of the 
term, as itself importing strictly nothing more than dominion, was adopted by Dr. S. Clarke, 
and made use of to support his semi-Arianism.; and it seems to have been thought, that, by 
confining the term to express mere sovereignty, the force of all those passages of Scripture in 
which Christ is called God, and from which his absolute Divinity is argued, might be avoided. 
His words are, ‘The word 0s, God, has, in Scripture and in all books of morality and religion, 
a relative signification, and not, as in metaphysical books, an absolute one: as is evident.frons 
the relative terms which, in moral writings, may always be joined with it. For instance: in 
the same manner as we say my father, my king, and the like;. so it is proper also to say mx 
God, the God of Israel, the God of the universe, and the like. Which words are expressive of 
dominion and government. But, in the metaphysical way, it cannot be said my Infinite Sub- 
stance, the Infinite Substance of Israel, or the like.” 
To this Dr. Waterland’s reply is an ample confutation. “I shall only observe here, by the 
way, that the word Srar is a relative word, for the same reason with that which the Doctor 
ives for the other. For the Star of your God Remphan (Acts vii, 43) is a proper expression ; 
ut, in the metaphysical way, it cannot be said, the luminous substance of your god Remphan. 
So again, water is a relative word; for it is proper to say the water of Israel; but, in the 
metaphysical way, it cannot be said, the fluid substance of Israel. The expression is impro- 
per. (6) By parity of reason, we may make relative words almost as many as we please. 
But to proceed ; I maintain that dominion is not the full import of the word God in Scripture ; 
that it is but a part of the idea, and a small part too; and that if any person be called God, 
merely on account of dominion, he is called so by way of figure and resemblance only; and is 
not properly God, according to the Scripture notion of it. We may call any one a KING, who 
lives free and independent, subject to no man’s will. He is a king so far, or in some respects ; 
though, in many other respects, nothing like one; and, therefore, not properly a king. If, by 
fhe same peu of me, by way of allusion. and resemblance, any thing be called Gop, 
ecause resembling God in one or more particulars, we are not to conclud it is pr 
and truly God., ‘ a Sire oat ss eg 
“To enlarge something further upon.this head, and to illustrate the case by a few instances. 
Part of the idea which goes along with the word God is, that his habitation is sublime, and 
his dwelling not with flesh, Dan. ii, 11. This part of the idea is applicable to angels or to 
saints, and therefore they may thus far be reputed gods ; and are sometimes'so styled in Scrip- 
ture or ecclesiastical writings. Another part of the complex idea of God is giving orders from 
above, and publishing commands from heaven. This was, in some sense, applicable to Mases 
who is, therefore, called « God unto Pharaoh; not as being properly a god; but instead of God, 
in that instance, ‘or that resembling circumstance. In the same respect, every prophet or apostle, 
or even a minister of.a parish, might be figuratively called God. Dominion goes along with the 
idea of God, or is a proof of it ; and, therefore, kings, princes, and magistrates resemblin God 
in that respect, may, by the like figure of speech, be styled gods: not properly ; for then we 
might as properly say God Duwid, God Solomon, or God Jeroboam, as King David, &e; but b 
way of allusion, and in regard to-some imperfect resemblance which they bear to God. in Be 
particular respects; and that is all. It belongs to God to receive wors ip, and sacrifice, and 
homage. Now; because the Heathen idols so far resembled God as to be made the objects of 


{ 5) Philos. Nat. Matha. in calce. 
6) It is very obvious to perceive where the impropri i i 

{ priety of such expressions lies. The word sudstance 
perils the canine use of language, when used in the singular number, is supposed to be intrinsic to 
e rd spoken of, whose substance it is ; and, indeed, to be the thing itself. My substante is myself; and 
the substance of Israelis Israel. And hence it evinces to be improper to join substance with the relative 
verms, whderstanding it of any thitg intrinsic, 
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worship, &c, therefore they also, by the same figure of speech, are by the Scripture denomi- 
nated gods, though, at the same time, they are declared, in a proper sense, to be o.gads, The 
belly is called the god of the luxurious, ea ili, 19, because some are as much deyoted to the 
service of their bellies as others are to the Service of God, and because their lusts have got the 
dominion over them. This way of speaking is, in like manner, grounded on some imperfect 
resemblance, and is easily understood. The prince of the devils is supposed by moat inter- 
preters, to be called the god of this world, 2 Cor. iv, 4. If so, the reason may be, either because 
the men of this world are entirely devoted ta his service; or that he has got the power and. 
dominion over them.: : jit ‘ 

“Thus we see how the word God, according to the popular way of speaking, has been. 
applied to angels, or to men, or to things inanimate and insensible ; because some part-of the 
idea belonging to God has been conceived to belong to them also. To argue from hence, that. 
any of them is properly God, is making the whole of a part, and reasoning fallaciously a dicto 
secundum quid, as the schools speak, ad dictum simpliciter. If we inquire carefully into the 
Scripture notion of the word, we shall find, that neither dominion singly, nor al the other 
instances of resemblance, make up the idea; or are sufficient to denominate an thing properly 
God. When the Prince of Tyre pretended to be God, Ezek. xxviii, 2, he shanahe of something 
more than mere dominion to make him so. He thought of strength invincible and power irre- 
sistible ; and God was pleased to conyince him of his folly and vanity, not by telling him how 
scanty his dominion was, or how low his office; but how weak, frail, and perishing his nature was ; 
that he was man only, and not God, (Ezek. xxviii, 2-9,) and should surely find so by the event. 
When the Lycaonians, upon the sight of a miracle wrought by St. Paul, (Acts xiv, 11,) took 
kim and, Barnabas for gods, they did not think so much of dominion, as of power and ability, 
beyond human; and when the Apostles answered them, they did not tell them that their 
dominion was only human, or that their office was not divine; but that they had not a divine 
nature. They were weak, frail, and feeble men; of like infirmities with the rest of their 
species, and, therefore, no gods, 

“Tf we trace the Scripture notion of what is truly and properly God, we shall find it made up 
of these several ideas: infinite wisdom, power invincible, all-sufficiency, and the like. These 
are the ground and foundation of dominion, which is but a secondary notion, a consequence of 
the former; and it must be dominion supreme, and none else, which will suit with the Scrip- 
turé notion of God. It is not that of a governor, a rier, a protector, a lord, or the like, but a 
Sovereign Ruler, an Almighty Protector, an Omniscient and Omnipresent Governor, an eternal, 
immutable, all-sufficient Creator, Preserver, and Protector. Whatever falls short of this is not 
properly, in the Scripture notion, God, but is only called so by way of figure, as has before been. 
explained. Now, if you ask me why the relative terms may properly be applied to the word 
God, the reason is plain, because there is something relative in the whole idea of God, namely, 
the notion of governor, protector, &c, . If you ask why they cannot so properly be applied to 
the word God in the metaphysical sense, besides the reason before given, there is another as 
plain, because metaphysics taking in only one part of the idea, consider the ngtwre abstracted 
from the relation, leaving the relative part out.’ - 

To these observations may be added the argument of Dr. Randolph, (7). “If Gon bea 
relative term, which has reference to subjects, it follows that when there were no subjects 
there was no God; and, consequently, either the creatures must have been some of them 
eternal, or there must have been a time when there was no God.” The matter, however, is 
put beyond all doubt, by the express testimony that it is not dominion only, but excellence of 
nature and attributes exclusively divine which enter into the notion of God. Thus, in Psa. xe, 
« Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever thou hadst formed the earth and the world, 
even from everlasting to everlasting, thou art Gop.” Here the idea of eternity is attached to 
the term, and he is declared to be Gop “from everlasting,” and, consequently, before any 
creature’s existence, and sq before he could have any “subjects,” or exercise any “dominion.” 

The import of the title Gop, in its highest sense, being thus established to inelude all the 
excellences and glories of the Divine Nature, on which alone such a dominion as is ascribed to 
God could be maintained, if that title be found ascribed to Christ, at any period, in this its 
highest sense, it will prove, not, as the Arians would have it, his dominion only, but his 
Divinity ; and it is no answer to this at all to say that men are sometimes called gods in the 
Scripture. In the New Testament the term God, in the singular, is never applied to any 
‘man; and it is eyen a debated matter, whether it is ever a hwman appellation, either in the 
singular or the plural, in the Old Testament, the passages quoted being probably elliptical, or 
capable of another explanation. (8) But this is not important: if, in its highest sense it 1s 


8) Exodus vii, 1: “See I have made thee a god to Pharaoh.” This seems to be explained by chapter 
iv, 16: “Thou shalt be to him instead of God.” Psalm Ixxxii,1: ‘God standeth in the congregation of 
the mighty : [Heb. of God:] he judgeth among the gods.” This passage is rendered by Parkhurst, The 
Aleim stand in the congregation of God ; in the midst the Aleim will judge.” And on verse 6, “I have said 
ye are gods,” he supposes an ellipsis of Caph, “J have said ye are as gods.”_As this 1s spoken of judges, 
who were professedly God’s vicegerents, this is a yery natural ellipsis, and there appears nothing against it 
in the argument of our Lord, John x, 34. ‘The term, as used in all these passages, does not so much appear 
to be used in a lower sense, as by figurative application and ellipsis. 
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found used of Christ, it matters not to how many persons it is applied in its lower, or as a 
1e) ficurative appellation. é ti ; 
gee tks TAPES ENow. all this was done, that it might be fulfilled which. was spoken of the 
Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold a virgin shall be with child and shall bring forth a sony 
and they shall call his name Emmanvex, which being interpreted, is, Gop with us.” This is 
a portion of Scripture which the Socinians, in their “Improved Version,” have printed in 
italics, as of “ doubtful authority,” though, with the same breath, they allow that it is found 
“in all the manuscripts and versions which are now extant.” The- ground, therefore, on 
which they have rested their objection is confessedly narrow and doubtful, and frail as it is, 
it has been entirely taken from them, and the authority of this scripture fully established. (9) 
The reason of an attempt, at once so bold and futile, to expunge this passage, and the follow- 
ing part of St. Matthew’s history which is connected with it, may be found in the-explicitness 
of the testimony which it bears to our Lord’s Divinity, and which no criticism could evade: 
The prophecy which is quoted by the Evangelist has its difficulties; but they do not in the 
least affect the argument. Whether we can explain Isaiah or not, that is, whether we can 
show in what manner the prophecy had a primary accomplishment in the prophet’s day or 
not, St. Matthew is sufficiently intelligible. He tells us, that the words spoken by the prophet 
were spoken of Christ; and that his miraculous conception took place, ‘‘ that,” in order that, 
“they might be fulfilled ;” a mode of expression so strong, that even those who allow the 
prophets to be quoted sometimes by way of accommodation by the writers of the New Testa- 
ment, except this instance, as having manifestly, from the terms used, the form of an argument, 
and not of a mere allusion. (1) Farther, says the sacred historian, ““and they shall call his 
name Emmanuel;” that is, according to the idiom of Scripture, where any thing is said to be 
called what it in reality is, he shall be “‘ Emmanuel,” and the interpretation is added, “Gop 
with us.” ; : 

It is, indeed, objected, that the Divinity of Christ, can no more be argued from this title of 
Emmanuel than the Divinity of Ex1, whose name signifies my God, or of Elihu, which imports 
my God himself; but it is to be remarked, that by these names such individuals were com- 
monly and constantly known among those with whom they lived. But Immanuel was not 
the personal name of our Lord, he was not so called by his friends and countrymen familiarly - 
the personal name which hé ‘received was Jesus, by Divine direction, and by this he was 
known to the world. It follows, therefore, that Immanuel was a descriptive title, a name of 
revelation, expressive of his Divine character. It is clear, also, that in this passage he is called 
God; and two circumstances, in addition to that just mentioned, prove that the term is used 
in its full and highest sense. In Isaiah, from which the passage is quoted by the Evangelist, 
the land of Judea is called the land of this Immanuel more than seven centuries before he was 
born. “ And he (the Assyrian) shall pass through Judah; he shall overflow and go over, he 
shall reach even to the neck, and the stretching out of his wings shall fill the breadth of thy 
land, O ImmanveL,” Chap. viii; 8. Thus is Christ, aceording to the argument in a former 
chapter, represented as existing before his birth in Judea, and, as the God of the Jews, the 
proprietor of the land of Israel. ‘This also gives the true explanation of St. John’s words, “ He 
came unto his own, [nation] and his own [people] received him not.” ‘The second circum- 
stance which proves the term:God, in the title Immanuel, to be used in its highest sénse is, 
that the same person, in the following chapter of Isaiah, is called “God,” with the epithet of 
“ymighty,”—“ Wonderful, Counsellor; the Mieury Gov.” ‘Thus, as Bishop Pearson observes, 
“First he is ‘Immanu,’ that is with us, for he hath dwelt among us; and when he parted from 
the earth, he said to his disciples, ‘I am with you «hay, even to the end of the world? 
Secondly, he is Ex, and that name was given him, as the same prophet testified, “his name 
shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the Micry Gop.’ He then who is both properly called 
Ex, that is God, and is also really Immawu, that is with us, must infallibly, be that ‘ Immanv- 
EL,’ who is ‘ God with us. No inferior Deity, but invested with the full and complete attri- 
butes of absolute Divinity—‘ the Mighty God ” ; 

In Luke i, 16, 17, it is said of John Baptist, “And many of the children of Israel shall he 
turn to the Lorp: rH Gop, and he shall go before um in the spirit and power of Elias.” 
This passage has been already adduced to prove, that the title “Lorn” is used of Christ in » 
the import of Jexovan. But he is called rau Lorn their Gon, and, as the term Lorn is used 
in its highest sense, so must also the term Gop, which proves that this title is given to our 
Saviour in its fullest and most extended meaning—“ to Jehovah their God,” or “ to their God 
Jehovah,” for the meaning is the same. ou ? 

John i, 1: “Tn the begmning was the Worp, and the Worp was with Gon, and the Word 
was Gop.” When we come to consider the title “Tue Worn,” Aoyos, this passage will be 
examined more at large. Here it is adduced to prove that the Logos, by whom all understand 
Christ, is called Gop in the highest sense. 1. Because when it is used of the Father, in the 
preceding clause, it must be used in its full import. 2, Because linmediately to call our Lord 
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: e Vide Nare’s Remarks on the New Version. 


Q) “ Formula citandi qua Evangelista utitur cap. i, 22, rovro de odoy yeyover, va rAnewSy ro py Sey mani- 
ste este argumentantis, non comparantis, que magnopere diversa est ab alia ejusdem Evangelista, et 
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by the same name as the Father, without any hint of its being used in a lower sense, would 
shave been to mislead the reader on a most important question, if St. John had not regarded 
him as equal to the Father. 3. Because the creation is ascribed to the “ Word,” who is called 
God. “All things were made by him, and without him was not any thing made that was 
made.” By this, the absolute Divinity of Christ is infallibly determined, unless we should 

. run into the absurdity of supposing it possible for a creature to create, and not only to create 
all other created things, but himself also. For, if Christ: be not God, he is a creature; and 
if “not any thing that was made” was made “without him,” then he made himself. 

This decided | passage, as may be supposed, has been subjected to much critical scrutiny b 
the enemies of the faith, and many attempts have been made to resist its force. It is objet es, 
that the Father is called 6 $eos, and the ‘‘ Word” simply Seos, without the article. To which 
Dr. Middleton replies: (2) : 

“Certain crities, as is well known, have inferred from the absence of the article in this place, 
that Geos is here used in a subordinate sense ; it has, however, been so satisfactorily answered 
that, in whatever acceptation @e0s is to be taken, it properly rejects the article, being here the 
predicate of the proposition; and Bengel instances the LXX 1 Kings xviii, 24, uros Osos, as 
similar to the present passage. It may be added, that if we had read 6 eos, the proposition 
would have assumed the convertible form, and the meaning would have been, that whatever 
may be affirmed or denied of God the Father, may also-be affirmed or denied ofthe Logos, & 

sition which would accord as little with the Trmmitarian as with the Socianian hypotheses. 

t is, therefore, unreasonable to infer, that the word eos is here used in a lower sense ; for the 
writer could not have written ‘O-@e0s without manifest absurdity.” . 4 

In many passages, too, in which, without dispute, Seos is: meant of the Supreme Being, the 
article is not used. Matthew x, 26, ix, “‘ With man this is impossible, but with God (@e) all 
things are possible.” Luke xvi, 13, “Ye cannot serve (dey) and Mammon.” John i, 18, 
“No man hath seen God (cov) at any time.” John ix, 33, “If this man were not of God (6c) 
he could do nothing.” John xvi, 30, “By this we believe that thou camest from God,” (@ee.) 
Many other instances might be given, but these amply reply to the objection. 

To evade the force of the argument drawn from the creation being ascribed to the Word, a 
circumstance which fixes his title “Gop” in its highest possible sense, it is alleged, that the 
word ywopa never signifies to create, and’the Socinian version, therefore, renders the text, 
“ All things were done by him,” and the translators inform us, in a note, this means, that “all! 
things in the Christian dispensation were done by Christ, that is, by his authority.” But what 
shall we say to this bold assertion, that yiwouact 1s never used with reference to creative acts in 

the New Testament, when the following passages may be adduced in refutation? Heh. iv, 3, 
* Although the works were FINIsHED from the foundation of the world.” Heb. xi, 3, ‘So that 
things which are seen were not mabe of things that do appear.” James iii, 9, “ Men which 
are made after the similitude of God.” In all these passages, and in some places of the Sep- 
tuagint also, that very word is used which, they tell us, never expresses, in Scripture, the 
fotion of creation. Even the same chapter, verse 10, gives an instance of the same use of the 
word. ‘Ee was in the world, and the world was made (eyevero) by him.” For this, of course, 
they have a criticism ; but the manner in which this passage, so directly in refutation of their 
assertion, is disposed of in their “Improved Version,” is a striking confirmation of the entire 
impossibility of accommodating Scripture to their system. ‘The world was made by him,” 
says the Evangelist. “’The world was enlightened by him,” say the Socinian translators, 
without the slightest authority, and in entire contradiction to the scope of the passage. Why 
did they not render the word as in the preceding verse, “The world was done by him?” 
which, in point of fact, makes no difference in the sense, when rightly considered. The doing, 
ascribed to the Eternal Word, is of a specific character,—doing in the sense of framing, maiing, 
or creating (xavra) “all things.” ze 

The Socinians have not, however, fully satisfied themselves with this notable criticism in 
their “Improved Version ;” and some of them, therefore, render “all things were made by 
him,” “all things were made for him.” But these criticisms cannot stand together. If the 
verb y.voyat is to be deprived of the import of creation, then it is impossible to retain the ren- 
dering of “all things were made for him,” since his own acts of ordering the Christian dispen- 
sation and “enlightening” the world could not be “for him,” but must have been done “by 
him.” If, on the contrary, they will have it that all things were done for him, then yevopac 
must be allowed to import. creation, or their production by the omnipotence of God. Both 
criticisms they cannot hold, and thus they confess that one destroys the other. Their render- 
ing of 4’ avrov cannot, however, be supported; for da, with a genitive, denotes not the final, 
but the efficient cause. (3) The introduction to St. John’s Gospel may, therefore, be considered 
as an inexpugnable proof that Deity, in its highest, and in no secondary or subordinate, sense 
is ascribed to our Saviour, under his title God—“ and the Word was Gop.” Nor in any other 
then the highest sense of the term God can the confession of Thomas, John xx, 28, be understood. 


2) Doctrine of the Greek Article. : a ee ; 
3) So dra is used throughout St. John’s Gospel; and in Heb. ii, 10, it is said of the Father, de’ ov ra 
ravra, “by whom are all things.” So oJsb Rom. xi, 36, ‘Of him, and through him; (d:’ avrov,) and to 


him are all things.” 
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“ And Thomas answered and said wato him, My Lorp and my Gop.” ‘The Socinian Ver- 
sion, in its note on this passage, intimates that it may be considered not as a confession, but 
as-an exclamation, “My Lord! and my God!” thereby choosing to put profane, or, at least, 
vulgar language into the mouth of this Apostle, of which degradation we have certainly no 
example in the narration of the Evangelists. Michaelis has justly observed, that if Thomas 
had spoken German, (he might have added English, French, or Italian,) it might have been 
contended, with some plausibility, that “My Lord and my God” was only an irreverent 
ejaculation; but that Jewish astonishment was thus expressed is wholly without proof or 
support. Add to this, that the words are introduced with exev avrw, said to him, that is, to 
Christ; a mere ejaculation, such as that here supposed,-is rather an appeal to Heaven. Our 
Saviour’s reply makes it absolutely certain, that the words of Thomas, though they are in the 
form of an exclamation, amount to a confession of faith, and were equivalent to a direct 
assertion of our Saviour’s Divinity. Christ commends Thomas’s acknowledgment, while he 
condemns the tardiness with which it is made; but to what did this acknowledgment 
amount? That Christ was Lorp and Gop. (4) 5 : ‘ 

In Titus ii, 13, “Looking for that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing of the Great God 
and our Saviour Jesus Christ,” our Lord. is not only called God, but the Great Gop, which 
marks the sense in which the term is used by the Apostle, and gives unequivocal evidence of 
his opinions on the subject of Christ’s Divinity. Socinian and Arian interpreters tell us, that 
“the Great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ” are-two persons, and therefore refer the title 
“Great God” to the Father. The Socinian Version accordingly renders the text, “the glo- 
fious appearance of the Great God and of our Saviour Jesus Christ.” To this interpretation 
‘there are satisfactory answers. Dr. Whitby observes: Sa as 

“Here it deserveth to be noted, that it is highly probable, that Jesus Christ is styled the 
Great God, 1. Because, in the original, the article is prefixed oe before the Great God, and, 
therefore, seems to require this construction, the appearance of Jesus Christ, the Great God 
and our Saviour. 2. Because, as God the Father is not said properly to appear, so the word 
emipavera hever occurs in the New Testament, but when it is applied to Jesus Christ and to 
#some coming of his; tlie places in which it is to be found being only these, 2 Thess. ii, 8; 
1Tim. vi, 14; 2 Tim. i, 10, and iv, 1, 8 3. Because, Christ is emphatically styled ‘our hope,’ 
‘the hope of glory:’ Col. i, 23; 1 Tim. 1, 1. And lastly, because not only all the ancient 
commentators on the place do so interpret this text, but the anti-Nicene fathers also; Hyp- 
politus, speaking of the appearance of our God and Saviour, Jesus Christ ; and Clemens of 
Alexandria, proving Christ to be both God and man, our Creator, and the Author of all our 
good things, from these very words of St. Paul.” (5) ; : 

Independent of the criticism which rests upon the absence of the article, it is sufficient to 
establish the claim of our Saviour to the title of “the Great God” in this passage, that 
-emipaveca, “the appearing,” is never, in the New, Testament, spoken of the Father, but of the 
Son only; but, since the time of this critic, the doctrine of the Greek article has undergone 
ample and acute investigation, and has placed new guards around this and some other passages 
of similar construction against the perversions of heresy. It has, by these investigations, been 
established, that the Greek idiom forbids @¢ov and owrneos to be understood except of the same 
person; and Mr. Granville Sharp, therefore, translates the text, ‘expecting the blessed hope 
and appearance of our Great God and Saviour Jesus Christ :” empaveray tns doéns row peyadou 
Seov Kat owtnpos nuav Inowy: yoorov. 

“This interpretation depends upon the rule or canon brought forward into notice not many 
years ago by Mr. Granville Sharp. It excited a conteoversy, and Unitarians either treated 
it with ridicule, or denied its applicability to the New Testament. But after it had been 
shown by Mr. Wordsworth, that most of the texts to which the rule applies were understood 
in the way Mr. Sharp explained them by the ancient fathers, who must surely have known 
the idiom of their native tongue; and after the doctrine of the Greek article had been investi- 
gated with so much penetration and learning by Dr. Middleton, all who have psid attention 
to the subject have acquiesced in the canon.” (6) : 

This important canon of criticism is thus stated by Dr. Middleton: 

“When two or more attributes, joined by a copulative or copulatives, are assumed of the same 

erson or thing, before the first attributive the article is inserted, before the remaining ones it 
4s omitted.” The limitations of this rule may be seen in the learned author’s work itself, with 
the reasons on which they rest. They are found in “names of substances, considered as 
substances, proper names, or names of abstract ideas” and with such exceptions, arid that of 

plurals occasionally, the rule uniformly holds. (7) 

Another passage, in which the appellation God is given to Christ, in a connection which 
necessarily obliges us to understand it in its highest sense, is Heb. i, 8: “But unto the Son he: 
saith, Thy throne, O Gop, is for ever and ever.” The argument of the Apostle here deter- 
mines the sense in which he calls Jesus, the Son, “Gop,” and the views he entertains of his 


Middleton. (5) Exposition. _ (6) Holden’s Testimonies. Ss 
7) See Middleton.on the Greek article ; also, remarks at the close of the Epistle to the Ephesians and the 


Epistle to Titus, in Dr, A. Clarke’s Commentary; Wordsworth’s Letters to Sharp; Dr. P. Smith’s 
Person of Christ. * 
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nature. Angels and men are the wet rational created beings in the universe which are men- _ 
tioned by the sacred writers. The Apostle argues, that Christ is superior even to angels; 
that they are but ministers, he a sovereign, seated on a throne; that they worship him, and 
that he receives their worship; that they are creatures, but he creator. “ Thou, Lord, in the 
beginning hast laid the foundation of the earth; and the heavens'are the works of thine 
hands ;” and, full of these ideas of supreme Divinity, he applies a passage to him out of the 
45th Psalm, which is there addressed to the Messiah, “Thy throne, O Gop, is for ever 
and ever.” ” 5 ‘ 

The Socinian Version renders the passage, ‘But to the Son he saith, God is thy throne for 
ever and ever,” and in this it follows Wakefield and some others. ; 

The first reason given to support this rendering is, that 6 @sos is the nominative case. But 
the nominative, both in-common and in Attic Greek, is often used for the vocative. It is so 
used frequently by the LXX, and by the writers ofthe New Testament. The vocative form, 
indeed very rarely occurs in either, the nominative almost exclusively supplying its place ; 
and in this passage it was so ‘taken by the Greek fathers. (8) The criticism is, therefore, 
groundless. 4 

The second is, that as the words are addressed to Solomon in the psalm from which they 
are quoted, they must be understood to declare, that God was the support ofhis throne. But 
the opinion that the psalm was composed concerning Solomon’s marriage with Pharaoh’s 
daughter, (9) has no foundation, either in Scripture or in antiquity, and is,-indeed, contra- 
dicted by both. On this subject Bishop Horsley remarks:  - 

“The circumstances which are characteristic of the king, who is the hero of this poem, are 
every one of them uttérly inapplicable to Solomon; insomuch, that not one of them can be 
ascribed to him, without contradicting the history of his reign. The hero of this poem is a 
warrior, who girds his sword upon his thigh; rides in pursuit of flying foes; makes havoc 
among them with his sharp arrows; and reigns, at last, by conquest, over his vanquished 
enemies. Now, Solomon was no warrior; he enjoyed a long reign of forty years of uninter- 
rupted peace. ; : 

* Another circumstance of distinction in the great personage celebrated in this psalm, is his 
love of righteousness and hatred of wickedness. The original expresses, that he had set his 
heart upon righteousness, and bore an antipathy to wickedness. His love of righteousness 
and hatred of wickedness had been so much the ruling principles of his whole conduct, that, 
for this, he was advanced to a condition of the highest bliss, and endless perpetuity was 
promised to his kingdom. The word we render ‘righteousness,’ in its strict and proper mean- 
ing, signifies ‘justice,’ or the constant and perpetual observance of the natural distinctions of 
right and wrong in civil society; and principally with respect, to property in private persons, 
and, in a magistrate or sovereign, in the impartial exercise of judicial authority. But the word 
we render ‘ wickedness,’ denotes not only ‘injustice,’ but whatever is contrary to moral purity 
in the indulgence of the appetites of the individual, and whatever is contrary to a principle of 
true piety toward God. Now, the word ‘righteousness’ being here opposed to this wickedness, 
must, certainly, be taken as generally as the word to which it is opposed in a contrary signi- 
fication. It must signify, therefore, not merely ‘justice,’ in the sense we have explained, but 
purity of private manners, and piety toward God. Now, Solomon was certainly, upon the 
whole, a good king, nor was he without piety ; but his love of righteousness, in the large sense 
in which we have shown the word is to be taken, and his antipathy to the contrary, fell very 
far short of what the Psalmist ascribes to his great king, and procured for him no such stability 
-of his monarchy. ’ 

“ Another circumstance wholly inapplicable to Solomon, is the numerous progeny of sons, 
~the issue of the marriage, all of whom were to be made princes over all the earth. Solomon 
had but one son, that we read of, that ever came to be a king—his son and successor Rehoboam ; 
and so far was he from being a prince over all the earth, that he was no sooner seated on the 
throne than he lost the greater part of his father’s kingdom. lite G ' 

“For, would it be said-of him that his kingdom, which lasted only forty years, is eternal? 
It was not even eternal in his posterity. And, with respect to his loving righteousness and 
hating wickedness, it but ill applies to one who in his old age, became an encourager of idolatry, 
through the influence of women. This psalm, therefore, is applicable only to the Christ. 
Farther, Solomon’s marriage with Pharaoh’s daughter being expressly condemned as contrary 
to the law, (1 Kings xi, 2,) to suppose that this psalm was composed in honour of that event, 
is, certainly, an ill-founded imagination. Estius informs us, that the rabbins, in their com- 
mentaries, affirm, that psalm xlv was written wholly concerning the Messiah. Accordingly, 
they translate the title of the psalm as we do, a Song of Loves; the LXX, wén umep re ayannts, 
a song concerning the beloved; Vulgate, pro dilecto: a title justly given to Messiah, whom 
God, by voices from heaven, declared his beloved Son. Besides, as the word Meschil, which 
signifies for instruction, (LXX, as ovvecw, Vulgate, ad intellectum,) is inserted in the title, and 
as no mention is made im the psalm of Solomon, from an account: of whose Joves, as Pierce 


(8) “Omnes (Patres) uno consensu 6 60s hoc in loco vocative acceperunt, prout in Psalmis frequente a LXX 
usurpatur, etalioqui familiareest Grecis, Atticis presertim, nominandi casum vocative sumere. —Bishop Bll, 
(9) This notion appears to haye originated with Calvin. 
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observes, the Jewish church was not lsely to gain much instruction, we are led to understand 
the psalm, not of Solomon, but of Messiah only.” hc + aes 

The interpretation, “God is thy throne,” is, moreover, monstrous, and derives no support 
from any parallel figurative or elliptical mode of expression in the sacred writings—God, the 
throne of a creature! And, finally, as stated by Middleton, had that been the sense of the 
passage, the language requires that it should have been written Qpovos cov 5 Geos, NOt 5 Opoves, 
(1) which, on the Socinian interpretation, is the predicate of the proposition. So-futile are all 


these attempts to shake the evidence which this text gives to the absolute Godhead of our 


Saviouw. 3 ; ; eee 
“And we know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an understanding, that we 
may know him that.is true, and we are in him that is true, even in his Son J ESUS CuristT. 
Tuis Is THE TRUE GoD AND RNAL Lire,” 1 John v, 20. Here our Saviour is called the 


true God and Eternal Life. The means by which this testimony is evaded, is to interpret the 
clause “him that is true,” of the Father, and to refer the pronoun this, not to the nearest ante- 
cedent, “his Son Jesus Christ,” but-to the most remote, “him that is true.” All, however, 
that is pretended by the Socinian critics on this passage is, not that this construction must, 
but that it may take place, Yet even this feeble opposition to the received rendering: Sine, 
be maintained : for, 1. To interpret the clause, ‘‘him that is true,” of the Father, is en ly 


arbitrary ; and the scope of the epistle, which was to prove that Jesus the Christ was the true 
Son of God, and, therefore, Divine, against those who denied his Divinity, and that “he had 
come in the flesh,” in opposition to the heretics who denied his humanity, (2) obliges us to 
refe# that phrase to the Son, and not to the Father. 2. If it could be established, that the 
Father was intended by “him that is true,” it would be contrary to grammatical usage to 
refer the pronoun this, is the “true God and Eternal Life,” to the remote antecedent, without 
obvions and indisputable necessity. amet; 2 ‘ 3 

“Whose are the fathers, and of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, 
God blessed for ever,” Rom. ix, 5. 
- With respect to this text, it is to be noted, k 

1.. That it continues an enumeration of the particular privileges of the Jewish nation which 
are mentioned in the preceding verses, and the Apostle adds, ‘““whose are the fathers,” the 
patriarchs /and prophets, and of whom “the Christ came.” Lia nss 

2. 'That he throws in a clause of limitation with respect to the coming of Christ, “according 


ta the flesh,” which clearly states that it was only according to the flesh, the humanity of Christ, 


that he descended from the Jewish nation, and, at the same time, intimates, that he was more 
than flesh, or mere human nature. % ; 

3. The sentence does not end here: the Apostle adds, “who is, over all, God blessed for 
ever;” a relative expression which evidently refers to the antecedent Christ; and thus we 
have an antithesis, which shows the reason why the Apostle introduced the limiting clause 
“according to the flesh ;” and explains why Christ, in one respect, did descend from the J ews; 
and in another, that this could not be affirmed of him: he was ‘‘God over all,” and, therefore, 
only “according to the flesh” could he be of human descent. Se eee ‘ 

4. That this completes the Apostle’s purpose to magnify the privileges of his nation: after 
enumerating many others, he crowns the whole by declaring, that, “God over all,” when he 
became incarnate for the sake of human salvation, took a body of the seed of Abraham. 

Criticism has, of course, endeavoured, if possible, to weaken the argument drawn from this 
lofty and impregnable passage; but it is of such a kind as greatly to confirm the truth. For, 
in the first place, various readings of manuscripts cannet here be resorted to for rendering the 
sense dubious, and all the ancient versions support the present reading. It has, indeed, been 
alleged, on the authority of Grasinus, that though the word “God” is found in all our present, 


copies, it was wanting in those of Cyprian, Hilary, and Chrysostom. But this has been” 


abundantly proved to be an error, that word being found in the manuscripts and best editions 
of Cyprian and Hilary, and even St. Chrysostom affords decisive testimony to the common 
reading ; in short, “the word God in this text is found in every known manuscript of this epistle 
m every ancient version extant, and in every father who has had occasion to quote the passage : 
so that, in truth, there can scarcely be instanced a text in the New Testament in which all the 
ancient authorities more satisfactorily agree.” (3) The only method of dealing with this pas- 
sage left to Arians and Socinians was, therefore, to attempt to obtain a different sense from it 


by shifting the punctuation, By this device some read, “and of whom is the Christ according 


to the flesh. God, who is over all, be blessed for ever.” Others, “and of whom is th i 
according to the flesh, who is over all. Blessed be God for ever.” A critic of eh set Mr 


(1) Doctrine of the Greek Article. 
(2) These were the Docets, who taught that our Lord was a man in a j 

(2) a; Wi Lord was an in earance only, and suffered and 
died in appearance only. On the contrary, the Cerinthians, and others believed that ic Son of God was 
united to the human nature at his baptism, departed from it before his passion, and was reunited to it after 
his resurrection. According to the former, Christ was man in appearance only ; according to the latter, 
he was the Son of God at the time of his passion and death in a : e at 


s L t ppearance only. We see, then, the reas 
why St. John, who writes against these errors, so-often calls Christ “him thet is true,” true God and nd 
man, not either in appearance ouily, ; 


(3) Magee on Atonement. See also Nares on the New Version. 
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Wakefield, whose authority they acknowledge to be great, may, however, here be turned 
against them. Both these constructions, he pr a so awkward, so abrupt, so 
incoherent, that he never could be brought to relish them in the least degree; (4) and Dr. S. 
Clarke, who was well disposed to evade this decisive passage, acknowledges that the common 
sepaing is the most obvious. But, independent of the authority of critics, there are several 
irect and fatal objections to this altered punctuation. It leaves the limiting clause, “accord- 
mg to the flesh,” wrolle unaccounted for ; for no possible reason can be given for that limita- 
tion on the Socinian scheme. Ifthe Apostle had regarded Christ simply as a man, he could — 
have come in no other way than “according to the flesh ;” nor is this relieved-at all by ren- — 
dering the phrase, as.in their “Improved Version,” by “n 1 descent,” for a mere man 
could only appear among men by “natural descent.” ih there, the clause is a totally 
unmeaning and an impertinent parenthesis, or it has respect to the natural. antithesis whi 
follows—his supreme Divinity, as “God over all.” Thus the scope of the passage prohibits 
ees of punctuation. ‘T’o the latter clause being considered as a doxology to God the 
‘ather, there is an insuperable critical difficulty. Dr. Middleton observes: ~ } re 
- “It has been deemed a safer expedient to attempt a construction di Ferent from the received 
rmaking the whole or part of the clause to be merely a doxology in praise of the Father, 
: he rendering will be either ‘God, who is over all, be blessed for ever,’ or, beginning 
at Geos, ‘God be blessed for ever.’ These interpretations also have their difficulties; for thus 
svdoynros Will properly want the article. On the first, however, of these constructions, it is to 
be observed, that in‘all the doxologies both of the LX X and of the New Testament, it spied 
evdoynros is used, it is placed at the beginning of the sentence: in the New Testament there 
are five instances, all conspiring to prove this usage, and in the LX X about forty. The. 
ingement is observed in the formula of cursinG, in which exxaraparos always precedes the 
mention of the person cursed. The reading, then, would, on this construction, rather hay e 
been, evroynros § wy ext navrwy Osos ets Tes awwvas. Against the other supposed doxolo, r the 
objection is still stronger, since that would require us not only to transpose evdoynros,” ut to. 
read ‘O @cos. Accordingly, in all instances, where a doxology is meant, we find. evroynros 8 
Oc0s.” (5) . _ Pyrat ‘a 

Whitby also remarks: ‘ a ae : 

“The words will not admit of that interpunction and interpretation of Erasmus, which will 
do any service to the Arians or Socinians, namely, that a colon must be put after the words 
kara capka, after the fiesh ; and the words following must be an ecphonema, and grateful excla- 
mation for the blessings conferred upon the Jews: thus, God, who is over all, be blessed for ever: 
For this exposition is so harsh, and without any like example in the whole New 1 ona 
that as none of the orthodox ever thought upon it, so I find not that it ever came into the heac 
of any Arian. Socinus himself rejects it for this very good reason, that Beos evdoyntos, God be: 
blessed, is an unusual and unnatural construction; for, wherever else these werds signify 
Blessed be God, svdoyntos, is put before God, as Luke i, 68; 2 Cor. iy 3; Eph. i, 3; 1 Peter i, 3; 
and @eos hath an article prefixed to it; nor are they ever immediately joined together other- 
wise. The phrase occurs twenty times in the Old Testament, but in every place evdoynos 
goes before, and the article is annexed to the word God, which is a demonstration that this is 
@ perversion of the sense of the Apostle’s words.” * 


_ The critical discussion of this text is farther pursued by the writers just quoted; by Dr. 
Nares, in his Remarks ; Mr. Wardlaw, in his Discourses ; Archbishop Magee, and others; 
and we may. confid ently say of it, with Doddridge, that it is “a memorable text, and contains 
a proof of Ch ist’s proper Deit which the opposers of that doctrine have never been able, nor 
wilLever be able ta y answer.” it was considered and quoted “by the fathers,” says Whitby, 
C : the. ning; and,” continues the same commentator, “if these words are spoken by 
the Spirit of God concerning Christ, the arguments hence to prove him truly and properly 
God are invincible ; for, first, & Osos ext navrwv, God over all, is the periphrasis by which all the 
Heathen philosophers did usually represent the supreme God; and so is God the Father 
described both in the Old and New Testament, as 6 em mavrwv, he that is over all, Eph. iv, 6. 
Secondly, This is the constant epithet and periphrasis of the Great God in the Old Testament, 
that he 1s evoynros evs roy atwva, God blessed for evermore, 1 Chron. xvi, 36; Psalm xli, 13, and 
Ixxxix, 52; and also in the New, where he is styled the God 5 cori evdoynros es tus atwvas, who 
is blessed for evermore.” 

Numerous other passages might be cited, where Christ is called “Gop:” these only have 
been selected, not merely because the proof does not rest upon the number of Scriptural testi- 
monies, but upon their explicitness; but also because they all associate the term God, as applied 
to our Saviour, with other titles, or with circumstances, which demonstrate, most fully, that 
that term was used by the inspired penmen in its highest sense of true and proper Deity when 
they applied it to Christ. Thus we have séen it associated with Jehovah ; with Lord, the New 
Testament rendering of that ineffable name; with acts of creative energy, as in the introduc- 
tion to the Gospel of St. John; with the supreme dominion and perpetual stability of the throne 
of the Son, in the First chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews. In the Epistle to Titus, he is 
called “the Great God;” in I John, “the rave God,” and the giver of ‘ETERNAL LIFE ;” 


(4) Inquiry into Opinions, &c. (5) Doctrine of Greek Article, 
34 : 


ox 
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and in the last text examined his twofold nature is distinguished—iman, “according to the 


flesh,” and, in his highey nature, Gon, ‘God over all, blessed for evermore.” ‘These passages 
stand in full refutation-of both the Arian and Socinian heresies. In opposition to the latter, 
them. phere our Saviour to be more than man, for they assert him to be God; and in opposition 
to the latter, they prove that he is God, not in an inferior sense, but “the Great God,” “the 
true God,” and “ God over all, blessed for evermore.” ea pee 

. I’pass over, for the sake of greater brevity, other titles more rarely ascribed to our Saviour, 
such as, the “‘Lorp or Guory,” 1 Cor. ii, 8; “Kine or xinGs AND Lorp oF Lorps,” on which 
it would be easy to argue, that their import falls nothing short of absolute divinity. A few 
remarks on three other titles of our Lord, of more frequent occurrence, ‘may close this branch 
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of the argument. These are, “Kune or Israr.;” “Son or Gop ;” and “THe Worp.” The - 


first bears evident allusion to the preéxistence of Christ, and to his sovereignty over Israel 
under the law. Now, it has been already established, that the Jehovah, “the King of the. 


Jews,” “the Holy One of Israel our King,” “ the King, the Lord of Hosts,” of the Old Testament, 


is not the Father ; but another Divine Person, who, in the New Testament, is affirmed to have 
been Jesus Christ. This being the view of the sacred writers of the evangelical dispensation, 
it is clear that they could not use the appellation “THe Kine or Israr” in a lower sense 


than that in which it stands in the Old Testament; and there, indisputably, even by the con- 


fession of opponents, it is collocated with titles, and attributes, and works which unequivocally 
mark a Divine character. It is with clear reference to this his peculiar property in the Jewish 
people that St. John says, ‘He came unto his own, and his own received him not; a declara- 
tion which is scarcely sense, if Judea was in no higher a meaning his own country (6) than it 
was the country of any other person who happened to-be born there ; for it is, surely, a strange 
method of expressing the simple fact that he was born a Jew, (were nothing more intended,) 
to say that he came into his own country, for this every person does at his birth, wherever he 
is born. Nor is it any aggravation of the guilt of the Jews, that they rejected merely a 
countryman, since that circumstance gave him no greater claim than that of any other Jew to 


‘be received as the Messiah. The force of the remark lies in this, that whereas the Prophets 


had declared that “the King of Israel,” “the Lord of Hosts,” “Jehovah,” should become 
incarnate, and visit his own people; and that Jesus had given sufficient evidence that he was 
that predicted and expected personage; yet the Jews, “his own people” and inheritance, 
rejected him. The same notion is conveyed in our Lord’s parable, when the Jews are made 
to say “ this is the HEIR,” he in whom the right is vested: “let us kill him, and the inheritance 
shall be ours.” (7) ; 

It is sufficient, however, here to show, that the title “Kine or Isnari” was understood, by 
Jews, to opty Divinity. Nathanael exclaims, ‘Rabbi, thou art the Son or Gop, thou art 
the Kine or Israrx.” This was said upon such a proof of his Messiahship as, from his 
acquaintance with some matter private to Nathanael‘alone when he was “‘ under the fig tree,” 
was a full demonstration of Omniscience: a circumstance which also determines the Divine 
import ef ‘Son or Gop,” the title which is here connected with it. Both were certainly 
understood by Nathanael to imply an assumption of Godhead. 

“As our Saviour hung upon the cross,’ says: St. Matthew, ‘they that passed by reviled 
him, wagging their heads and saying, Thou that destroyest the temple and buildest it in three 
days, save thyself; if thou be the Son or Gop, come down from the cross. Likewise also the 
chief priests mocking him, with the scribes and elders, said, He saved others; himself he can- 
not save. IPfhe be the Kine or Israxx, let him now come down from the cross, and we will 
believe him. He trusted in God; Jet him deliver hinfnow, if he will have him: for he said, 
Iam THE Son or Gop. The thieves also, which were’ crucified with him, cast THE samE in 
his teeth. [One of them saying, If thou be Curist, save thyself and us; but the other said 
unto Jesus, Lord, remember me, when thou comest inio thy kingdom.] [And the soldiers also 
mocked him, coming to him, and offering him vinegar, and saying, If thou be rHe Kine or 
THE Jews, save thyself] Now when the centurion, and they that were with him watching 
Jesus, saw the earth quake and those things that were done, they feared greatly, saying, 
[Certainly this was a righteous man,] truly this was Trae Son or Gon.’ Here we see the Jews, 


and the Gentiles residents among them, uniting to speak in a language that stamps divinity 


upon the title used by them both. The Jewish passengers, upon the road over the top of 
Calvary, stood still near the cross of our Saviour, insultingly to nod at him, to reproach him 
with his assumed appellative of the Son of God, and to challenge him to an exertion of that 
divinity which both he and they affixed to it, by,coming down from the cross, and saving 
himself from death. ‘The elders, the scribes, and the chief priests, equally insulted him with 
the same assumption, and equally challenged him to the same exertion, calling upon him now 
to show he was truly THE Kine or Isrant, or the Lord and Sovereign of their nation in all 
ages, by putting forth the power of his Divine royalty, and coming-down from the cross.” (8) 


6) “He came into his own country, and his countrymen received him not.’’—Capp’s Version. 


(7) Venit ad sua, et sui non receperunt eum, id est, venit ad possessionem suam, et qui possessionis ipsius 
erant, eum non ae ics, quod explicatur, Matt. xxi, ubi filius dicitur missus ad ecclesiam Judaicam w¢ 
Kxnpovopos Ets THV KAnoovpytay avrs.—Ludoy. de Dieu, in loc, 

(8) Whitaker’s Origin of Arianism. 
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_ » Such is the testimony of the Jews to the sense in which. our Saviour applied these titles to 
himself. The title “Son or Gop” demands, however, a larger consideration, various attempts 
having been made to restrain its significance, in direct opposition to this testimony, to the 
mere humanity of our Saviour, and to rest its application upon his miraculous conception. © 

It is true, that this notion is held by some who hesitate not to acknowledge, that Jesus Christ 
is a. divine person; but, by denying his Deity as “ Tur Son or Gop,” they both depart from 
the faith of the ehurch of Christ in the earliest: times,.and give up to the Socinians the whole 
argument for the divinity of Christ which is founded upon that eminent appellation. On this 
account, so frequent and indeed so general a title of our Lord deserves to be more particularly 
considered, that the foundation which it lays for the demonstration of the divinity of Christ. 
may not be unthinkingly relinquished; and that. a door of error, which has been uncon- 
sciously opened by the vague reasonings of men, in other respects orthodox, may be closed 
by the authority of Holy Writ. 51 eae 
_ That the title, Son or Gop,” was applied to Christ is a fact. His disciples, occasionally 
before and frequently after his resurrection, give him this appellation; he assumes it himself; 
and it was indignantly denied to him by the Jews, who, S that very denial, acknowledge 
that it was claimed in its highest sense by him, and by his disciples for him. The question 
therefore is, what this title imported. 

Those who think that it was assumed by Christ, and given to him by his disciples, because 
of his miraculous conception, are obviously in error. Our Lord when he adopts the appellas 
tion, never urges his miraculous birth as a proof of his Sonship; on the contrary, this is a 
subject on which he preserves a total silence, and the Jews were left to consider him as “ the 
Son of Joseph ;” and to argue from his being born at “ Nazareth,” as they supposed, that he 
could not be the Messiah: so ignorant. were they of the circumstances of his birth, and, there- 
fore, of:the manner of his conception. i 

Again, our Lord calls God his Father, and grounds the proof of it upon his miracles. The 
Jews, too, clearly conceived, that, in making this profession of Sonship with reference to God, 
he assumed a Divine character, and made himself “ equal with God.” They, therefore took 
up stones to stone him. In that important argument between our Lord and the Jews, in which 
his great object was to establish thé point, that, in a peculiar sense, God was his Father, there 
is no reference at all to the miraculous-conception. On the contrary, the title “‘Son of God,” 
is assumed by Christ on a ground totally different; and it is disputed by the Jews, not by 

their questioning or denying the fact, that he was miraculously conceived, but on the assumed 

impossibility, that he, being a man, should be equal to God, which they affirmed that title to 
import. : gta’ 

Nor did the disciples themselves give him this title with reference to his conception by the 
Holy Ghost. Certain it is, that Nathanael did not know the circumstances of his birth; for 
he was announced to him by Philip as Jesus of Nazareth, “the Son of Joseph ;” and he asks, 
“Can any good thing come out of Nazareth?” He did not know, therefore, but that Jesus was 
the son of Joseph; he knew nothing of his being born at Bethlehem, and yet he confesses him 
to be “rue Son or Gop, and the Kine or Isragt.” 5 

It may also be observed, that, in the celebrated confession of Peter, “‘ Thou art the Christ, 
the’Son of the Livine Gop,” there is no reference at all to the miraculous conception ; a fact 
at that time, probably, not. known even to the Apostles, and one of the things which Mary 
kept and pongered in her heart, till the Spirit was given, and the full revelation of Christ was 
made to the Apostles. But, even if the miraculous conception were known to St. Peter, it is 
clear, from the answer of our Lord to him, that it formed no part of the ground on which he 
confessed “the Son of Man” to be the “Son or Gop ;” for our Lord replies, “Blessed art 
thou, Simon Barjona, for flesh and blood hath not revealed this unto thee, but my Farner 
which is in heaven.” He had been specially taught this doctrine of the Sonship of Christ by 
God ; an unnecessary thing, certainly, if the miraculous conception had been the only ground 
of that Sonship ; for the evidence of that fact might have been collected from Christ and the 
Virgin Mother, and there was no apparent, necessity of a revelation from the Father so par- 
ticular, a teaching so special, as that mentioned in our Lord’s reply, and which is given as an 
instance of the peculiar ‘“‘blessedness” of Simon Barjona.. 

This ground, therefore, not being tenable, it has been urged, that “Son or Gop” was sim- 
ply an appellation of Messiah, and was so used among the Jews; in other words, that it is 
an official designation, and not a personal one. Against this, however, the evangelic history 
affords decisive proof. That the Messiah was to be the Jehovah of the Old Testament, is 
plain from the texts adduced in a former chapter, and this, therefore, is to be considered the 
faith of the ancient Jewish church. It is however certain, that, at the period of our Lord’s 
advent, and for many years previously, the learned among the Jews had mingled much of the 
philosophy which they had learned from the Heathen schools with their theological specula- 
tion ; and that their writings present often a singular compound of crude metaphysical notions, 
allegories, cabalistic mysteries, and, occasionally, great and sublime truths. The age of our 
Lord was an age of great religious corruption and error. The Sadducees were materialists 
and skeptics; and the Pharisees had long cultivated the opinion, that the Messiah was to be 
a temporal monarch, a notion which served to vitiate their conceptions of his character and 
office, and to darken all the prophecies. Two things, however, amidst all this confusion ot 
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opinions, and this prevalence of great errors, appear exceedingly clear from the ists. 
‘A That the Sawenimeid dtanitenns of such a being as the “Son of God ;” and that, 
for'any person to profess to be the Son of God, in this peculiar sense, was to co mit blas- 
peek 2. That fora person to profess to be the Messiah simply was not considered b! eben 
and did not axas’ Pio ORE A NR AHN e offender. Our Lord certainly 
profesned to be the M -y many of the Jews.also, at different times, believed on him as 
sueh » and yet, as appears thom St. John’s Gospel, these same Jews, who “ believed” on him a 
Messiah, were not only “ offended,” but took up stones to stone him as a blasphemerwhen he 
pn ro e “Son of God,” and that God was a 4 pe Sa ee 
these faots, that the Jews af our Lard’s times, generally, having perverted from the faith o 

their ancestors, did not expect the second of the Trinity, “the Son of God,” the Divine 
Memra, Logos, to be the Messiah. Others, indeed, had a dim and uninfluential ap - 
sion of this truth; there were who indulged various other speculations on the subject ; but the 


true doctrine was only retained the al few, as Simeon, who explicitly aseribes 
Divinity to the Messiah, whom he held inh ; Nathanael, who connects “ Son or Gop 


Kune or Isnanu” together, one the designation of the Divine nature, the other of the office 
of Messiah; and the tles of our whose minds were gradually opened to this mys- 
tery of faith, and t off from the vulgar notion of the civil character and mere human 
nature and human work of Messi + © Inspiration and of God—* flesh and 

did not reveal it to them, but ~ 

We cannot, therefore, account for the use of the title “Son or Gop,” among the Jews of 
our Lord’s time, whether by his disciples or his enemies, by considering it as synonymous 
with “Messiah.” The Jews regarded the former as necessarily involving a claim to Divinity, 
but not the latter; and the disciples did not conceive that they fully. confessed their Master, 
by calling him the Messiah, without adding to it his higher personal designation. “Thou ait 
the Cunist,” says St. Poter; but he adds, “ ras Son oF THE Living Gop?” just as Nathan- 
ael, under the iniluence of erecent proof of his omniscience, and, consequently, of his Divinity, 
salutes him, first, as “Son or Gop,” and, then, as Messiah, * Kuve or Isnart.” . 

We are to seek for tho origin of the title, “Tus Sew or Gon,” in the Scriptures of the Old 
Testament, where a prying Son is spoken off in passages, some of which have reference to 
him as Messiah also, and in others which have no such reference. In both, however, we shall 
find that it was a personal designation; @ name of revelation, not of gffice : that it was essenifal in 
him to be a Son, and accidental only that he was the Mrsstan; that he was the first by 
natwre, the second by appointment ; and that, in Gonstant association with the name of “Sox, 
as given to him alone, and in a sexse which shuts out all creatures, however exalted, are found 
ideas and clroumstances OF WT and absolute Divinity. 

Under the designation “Son,” Son ef God, he is introduced in the second Psalm: “The 
Lord hath said unto me, Thou art my Son; this day have I begotten thee.” From a lic 
authority we know, that the “Son,” here intreduced as speaking, is Christ ;_ this application 
to him being explicitly made at least twice in the New ‘Testament. Now, if we should allow, 


Se 
far this , thus interpreted, furnishes an instance in which the Messiah is called “Tae 
Son or Bontre 


it belongs to him in a manner that is absolutely singular, and peculiar to himself, seeing 
said to be. begotten of God, (verse 12) and is called by way of eminence, the Ser > (verse 
that the dangerof provoking him to anger is spoken of'in so very different a manner fromky 
the Scripture uses in speaking of the anger of any mere creature; ‘Kiss the Son, lest "he 
angry, and ye perish the way, when his wrath is kindled but a litle? that whi 
Kings and judges of the earth are commanded te serve God with fear, they are, at the’ Same” 
time, commanded to kiss the San, which, in those times and places, was frequently an expres 

sion of adoration; and particularly thet: whereas other Scriptures contsin awful and jist: 
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threatenings against those who trust in any mere man, the Psalmist expressly calls them 
blessed who trust in the Son here spoken of: all these things, taken coether and compared 
with the other prophecies, make up a character of Divinity ; as, on the other hand, when it is 
said that God would set this his Son as his king on his holy hill of Zion, (verse 6,) these and 
various other expressions in this Psalm contain’ characters of the subordination which was to 
be appropriated to that Divine Person who was to be incarnate.” (9) 

Neither the miraculous conception of Christ, nor yet his resurrection from the dead, is, 
therefore, the foundation of his being called the Son of God in this Psalm... Not the first, for 
there is no allusion to it; not the second, for he was declared from heaven to be the “beloved 
Son” of the Father, at his very entrance upon his ministry, and, consequently, before the 
resurrection; and also, because the very Apostle who applies the prediction to the resurrection 
of Christ, explicitly states, that even that was a declaration of an antecedent Sonship. It is 
also to be noted, that, in the first chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews, St. Paul institutes an 
argument upon this very passage in the second Psalm, to prove the superiority of Christ to the 
angels. “For unto which of the angels said he at any time, Thou art my Son, this day have 
I begotten thee?” “The force of this argument lies in the expression “begotten,” importing 
that the person addressed is the Son of God, not by creation, but by generation. Christ’s 

éminence over the angels is here stated to consist in this, that whereas they were created, 
e is begotten; and the Apostle’s reasoning is fallacious, unless this expression intimates a 
proper and peculiar filiation.” (1) “He hath obtained,” says Bishop Hall, “a more excellent 
name than the angels, namely, to be called and to be the Son of God, not by grace and adoption ; 
but by nature and communication of essence.” This argument, from Christ’s superiority to 
all creatures, even the most exalted, shows the sentiment of St. Paul as to Divinity being 
implied in the title Son, given to the Messiah in the second Psalm. In this several of the 
ancient Jewish commentators agree with him; and here we see one of the sources from which 
the Jews derived their notion of the existence of a Divine Son of God. : 

Though the above argument stands independent of the interpretations which have been given 
to the clause “rnis pay have I begotten thee,” the following passage from Witsius, in some 
parts of its argument, has great weight: ; 

“But we cannot so easily concede to our adversaries, that, by the generation of Christ, 
mentioned in the second Psalm, his resurrection from the dead is intended, and that by this day, 
we are to understand the day on which God, having raised him from the dead, appointed him 
the King of his Church. For, 1. To beget signifies nowhere in the sacred volume to rescue 
from death ; and we are not at liberty to coin new significations of words. 2. Though, pos- 
sibly, it were used in that metaphorical acceptation, (which, however, is not yet proved,) it 
cannot be understood in this passage in any other than its~proper sense. It is here adduced as 
a reason for which Christ is called the Son of God. Now Christ is the Son of God, not 
figuratively, but properly; for the Father is called his proper Father, and he himself is-deno- 
minated the proper Son of the Father, by which designation he is distinguished from those who 
are his sons in a metaphorical sense. 3. These words are spoken to Christ with a certain 
emphasis, with which they would not have been addressed to any of the angels, much less to 
any of mankind; but if they meant nothing more than the raising of him from the dead, they 
would attribute nothing to Christ which he doth not possess in common with many others, 
who, in like manner, are raised up by the power of God, to glory and an everlasting kingdom. 
4. Christ raised himself from the dead, too, by his own power; from which it would follow, 
according to this interpretation, that he begat himself, and that he is his own son. 5. It is 
not true, in fine, that Christ was not begotten of the Father, nor called his Son, till that very 
day on which he was raised from the dead ; for, as is abundantly manifest from the Gospel 
history, he often, when yet alive, professed himself the Son of God, and was often acknowledged 
as such. 6. To-day refers to time, when human concerns are in question; but this expression, 
when applied to divine things, must be understood in a sense suitable to the majesty of the 
Godhead. And, if any word may be transferred from time, to denote eternity, which is the 
complete and perfect possession, at once, of an interminable life; what can be better adapted 
to express its unsuccessive duration than the term to-day? Nor cam our adversaries derive 
any. support to their cause from the words of Paul, (Acts xiii, 32, 33,) ‘And we declare unto 
you glad tidings, how that the promise which was made unto the fathers, God hath fulfilled 
the same unto us, their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus, as it is also written in the second 
Psalm, Lhou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.’ For, 1. Paul doth not here prove 
the resurrection of Jesus from the dead, frorn this expression in the second Psalm, (which, 
though it describes him who is raised again, doth not prove his resurrection,) but from Isaiah 
iv, 3, and Psalin xvi, 10; while he adds, (verses 34 and 35,) ‘And as-concerning that he raised 
him up from the dead,’ &c. 2. The words ‘raised up Jesus,’ do not even relate to the resur- 
rection of Jesus from the dead, but to the exhibition of him as a Saviour. This raising of him 
up is expressly distinguished from the raising of him again from the dead, which is subse- 
quently spoken of, verse 34. The meaning is, that God fulfilled the promise made to the 


(9) Maclaurin’s Essay on the Prophecies. pee : 
senerarvt te: quod communicationem ejus- 


(1) Holden’s Testimonies—“ Now dicit Deus adoptani, sed 2 gars 
dem. essentie et nature divine significat, modo tamen prorsus ineflabile. —Michaclis.” 
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fathers, when he exhibited Christ to mankind in the flesh. But what was that promise ? 
This appears from thessecond Psalm, where God promises to the Church, that, in due time, 
he would anoint, as King over-her, his own Son, begotten of himself ro-pay; that is, from 
eternity to eternity, for with God there is a perpetual to-day. Grotius, whose name is not 
offensive to our opposers, has remarked, that Luke makes use of the same work to signify 
exhibiting, in Acts 1i, 30; ili, 26. To these we add another instance from chap. vii, 37: ‘ 
prophet shall the Lord your God raise up unto you” 3. Were we to admit, that the words of 
the in are applied to the resurrection of Christ, which seemed proper to Calvin, Cameron, 
and several other Protestant divines, the sense will only be this, that, by his being thus raised 
up again, it was declared and demonstrated, that Christ is the Son of the Father, begotten of 
him from everlasting. The Jewish Council condemned him for blasphemy, because he had 
called himself the Son of God, But, by raising him again from the grave, after he had been 

ut to death as a blasphemer, God acquitted him from that charge, and publicly recognised 
seg as his only-begotten Son. Thus he was declared, exhibited, and distinguished as the Son 
of God with power, expressly and particularly, to the entire exclusion of all others. The 
original word here employed by the Apostles.1s remarkabl oe Germ and, as Ludovicus de 
Dieu has learnedly observed, it signifies that Christ was placed betwixt such bounds, and so 
separated and discriminated from others, that he neither should nor can be judged to be any 
one else than the Son of God. The expression ‘with power,’ may be joined with ‘declared “3 
and then the meaning will be that he was shown to be the Son of God by a powerful argument. 
Or it may be connected with the ‘Son of God ;’ and then it will intimate that he is the Son of 
God in the most ample and exalted sense of which the term is susceptible; so that this name, 
when ascribed to him, is ‘a more excellent name’ than any that is given to the noblest of 
creatures.” (2) : 

Solomon, in Proverbs viii, 22, introduces not the personified, but the personal wisdom of. 

God, under the same relation of a Sen, and in that relation ascribes to him Divine attribut 
This was another source of the notion which obtained among the ancient Jews, that there was 


a Divine Son of God. sa ag 
5 “ Jehovah possessed me in the beginning of his way, : = ae 
Before his works of old. 233 


as anointed from everlasting, 
From the beginning, before the world was, 
When there were no depths I was rorn,” &c. (3) 


5 
f 


Here, “from considering the excellence of wisdom, the transition is easy to the undefiled 
source of it. Abstract wisdom now disappears, and the inspired writer proceeds to the delinea- 
tion of a Divine Being, who is portrayed in colours of such splendour and majesty, as can be 
attributed to no other than the eternal Son of God.” (4) “Jehovah possessed me in the 
beginning of his way.” ‘The Father possessed the Son, had, or, as it were, acquired, him 
by an eternal generation. To say of the attribute wisdom, that God possessed. it in the 
beginning of his work of creation is trifling ; certainly it is too futile an observation to fal! from 
any sensible writer; how, then, can it be attributed to the wise Monarch of Israel?” (5) “I 
was anointed from everlasting.” “ Can it;.with propriety, be said of an attribute, that it was 
anointed, mvested with power and authority from everlasting ?-In what way, literal or a- 
tive, can the expression be predicated of a-quality ? But itis strictly applicable to the Divine 
Logos, who was anointed by the effusion of the Spirit; who was invested with power and 
dignity from everlasting; and who, from all eternity, derived his existence and essence from 
the Father ; for in him ‘ dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily.’ ” (6) 

It is a confirmation.of the application of Solomon’s description of wisdom to the Second 
Person of the Trinity, that the ancient Jewish writers, (Philo among the number,) as AHix é 
has shown, (7) speak of the generation of Wisdom, and by that term mean “the Word,” a 
personal appellation so familiar to them. Nor is there any thing out of the common course 0 
the thinking of the ancient Hebrews in these passages of Solomon, when applied to the per- . 
sonal wisdom ; since he, as we have seen, must, like them, have been well enough acquainted 
with a distinction of persons in the Trinity, and knew Jehovah, their lawgiver and king, under 
the title of “the Word of the Lord,” as the Maker of all things, and the Revealer of his will, ~ 
in a word, as Divine, and yet distinct from the Father. The relation in the Godhead of 
Father and Son was not, therefore, to the Jews an unrevealed mystery, and sufficiently 
accounts for the ideas of Divinity which they, in the days of Christ, connected with the 
appellation Son of Gop. set 

This relation is most unequivocally expressed in the prophecy of Micah, chap: v, 2. “But 
thou, Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou be little among the thousands of Judah, yet out of 
thee shall he come forth unto me that is to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth have been 


4 : 4 , 

( 2 Witsius’s Dissertations on the Creed " 

(3) Holden’s Translation of Proverbs. In the Notes to chapter viii, the application of this description of 

Wisdom to Christ is ably and learnedly defended. rary £ 
Holden’s Translation of Proverbs, (5) Ibid. , (6) Ibid. © i 
(7) Judgment of the Jewish Church? 
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from of old, from everlasting ;” or as it is in the margin, “from the days of eternity.”(8) Here 
the person spoken of is said to have had a twofold birth, or “going forth.”(9) By a natural 
birth he came forth from Bethlehem of Judah; by another and a higher, he was from the days 
ofeternity. One is opposed to the other; but the last is carried into eternity itself by words. 
which most clearly intimate an existence prior.to the birth in Bethlehem, and that an eternal . 
one: while the term used and translated his ‘ goings forth,” conveys precisely the same idea 
as the eternal generation of the Son of God.. “ The passage carefully distinguishes his human 
nature fiom his eternal generation. The Prophet describes him who was to ‘come out of 
Bethlehem’ by another more eminent coming or going forth, even from all eternity. This is 
so signal a description of the Divine generation, before all time, or of that going forth from 
everlasting of Christ, the eternal Son of God; ‘God, of the substance of the Father, begotten 
before the worlds ;? who was afterward in time made man, and born into the world in Bethle- 
hem, that the prophecy evidently belongs to him, and could never be verified of any other.” (1) 
This text, indeed, so decidedly indicates that peculiar notion of the Divinity of our Lord, 
which is marked by the term and the relation of Son, that it is not surprising that Socinians 
should resort to the utmost violence of criticism to escape its powerful evidence. Dr. Priestley, 
therefore, says, “that it may be understood concerning the promises of God, in which the 
coming of Christ was signified to mankind from the beginning of the world.” But nothing can 
be more forced or unsupported. The word here employed never signifies the work of God in 
predicting future events: but is often used to express natural birth and origin. So it is 
unquestionably used in the preceding clause, and cannot be supposed to be taken in a different 
sense, much less in a unique sense, in that which follows, and especially when a clear anti- 
thesis is marked and intended. He was to be born in time; but was not, on that account, 
merely a man: he was “ from the days of eternity.” By his natural birth, or “ going forth,” 
he was from Bethlehem ; but his “ gomgs forth,” his production, his heavenly birth or genera- 
tion, was from everlasting ; for so the Hebrew word means, though, like our own word ‘ ever,” 
it is sometimes accommodated to temporal duration. Its proper sense is that of eternity, and 


_ itis used in passages which speak of the infinite duration of.God himself. 


ers refer “his goings forth frem everlasting” to.the purpose of God that he should come 
the world; but this is too.absurd to need refutation: no such strange form of speech as 
this would be, if taken in this sense, occurs in the Scriptures: and it would be mere trifling 
so solenmly to affirm that of Messiah, which is just as true of any other person born into 
the wo This passage must, then, stand as am irrefutable proof of the faith of the ancient 
Jewish church, both in the Divinity and the Divine Sonship of Messiah; and, as Dr. Hales 
well observes, (2) ‘“‘ This prophecy of Micah is, perhaps, the most important single prophecy 
in the Old Testament, and tie most comprehensive respecting the personal character of the 
Messiah and his successive manifestation to the world. It crowns the whole chain of prophe- 
cies descriptive of the several limitations of the Blessed Seed of the woman, to the line of Shem, 
to the family of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, to the tribe of Judah, and to the royal house of 
David; here terminating in his birth at Bethlehem, ‘the city of David.’ It carefully distin- 
guishes his human nativity from his eternal generation; fortels the rejection of the Israelites 
and Jews for a season, their final restoration, and the universal peace destined to prevail 
throughout the earth in ‘ the regeneration.’ It forms, therefore, the basis of the New Testa- 
ment, which begins with his human birth at Bethlehem, the miraculous circumstances of which 
are recorded in the introductions of Matthew’s and Luke’s Gospels; his eternal generation, 
as the Onacte, or Wispom, in the sublime introduction of John’s Gospel; his prophetic 
character and second coming illustrated in the four Gospels and the Epistles; ending with 
a prediction of the speedy approach of the latter, in the Apocalypse, Rev. xxii, 20.” 

The same relation of Son, in the full view of supreme Divinity, and where no reference 
appears to be had to the office and future work of Messiah, is found in Proverbs xxx, 4, 
*¢ Who hath ascended up into heaven, or descended? Who hath gathered the wind in his 
fists? Who hath bound the waters in a garment? Who hath established all the ends of the 
earth? What is his name, and what is his Son’s name, if thou canst tell?” Here the Deity 
is contemplated, not in his redeeming acts, in any respect or degree; not as providing for the 
recovery of a lest race, or that of the Jewish people, by the gift of his Son: he is placed before 
the reverend gaze of the Prophet in his acts of creative and conserving power only, managing 
at will and ruling the operations of nature; and yet, even in these peculiar offices of Divinity 
alone, he is spoken of as having a Son, whose “ name,” that is, according to the Hebrew idiom, 


~» (8) So the EX, and the Vulgate, and the critics generally. ‘‘ Antiquissima erit origine, ab eternis tem- 
poribus.”—Dathe. “Jno a dicbus eternitatis, 7. e. priusquam natus fuerit, jam ab eterno extitit.””—Rosen- 
muller, © — is - i 
' (9) The word 83% to come forth, is used in reference to birth frequently, as Gen. xvii, 6; 2 Kings xx, 18; 
and sothe Pharisees understood it, when referring to this passage, in answer to Herod’s inquiry, where Christ 
should be “ born.”” The plural form, his “ goings forth” from eternity, denotes eminency. To signify the 
Seiden = and excellency of that generation, the word for birth is expressed plurally; for it is a common 
ebraism to denote the eminency or continuation of a thing or action by the plural number, God shall 
judge the world “in righteowsness and equity ;? or most righteously and equitably, Psalm xcviii, 9, “The 
angers of the Lord;? Lam. iv 16, &c. 
Q) Dr. Pocock. (2) Hale’s Analysis, 
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whose natuie, is as deep, mysterious, and-wnutterable as his own. ‘ What is His name, and 

what is his Son’s name, canst thou tell?” (3) a ee 
+ The Scriptures of the Old Testament themselves in this manner furnished the Jews with 
~ the idea of a personal Son in the Divine nature; and their familiarity with it is abundantly 
evident, from the frequent application of the terms “Son,” “Son of God,” “* first and only- 
e 3 begotten Son,” “ Offspring of God,” to the Logos, by Paizo; and that in as where he 
"must, in allfair interpretation, be understood as speaking of a personal, and not of a personi- 


fied Locos. The same terms are also found in other Jewish writers before the Christian era. 


h ~The phrase “ Son of God” was, therefore, known to the ancient Jews, and to them conveyed 
a very definite idea; and it is no answer to this to say, that it was a common appellative of 
Messiah among their ancient writers. The question 1s, how came “Son of God” to be an 
appellative of Messiah ? ‘‘Mussray” is an official title ; “ Son,” a personal one. It is granted 
that the Messiah is the Son of God; but it is denied that, therefore, the term Son of God 
ceases to be a personal description, and that it imports the same with Messiah. _ David was 
the “Son of Jesse” and the “ King of Israel ;” he, therefore, who was king of Israel was the 

-son.of Jesse ; but«the latter is the personal, the former only the offictal description ; and it can- 
not be argued that “Son of Jesse” conveys no idea distinct from “ King of Israel”. On the 
contrary, it marks his origin and his family ; for, before he was king of Israel, he was the son 
of Jesse. In like manner, “Son of God” marks the natural relation of Messiah to God; and 
the term Messiah, his official relation to men. The personal title cannot otherwise be explained ; 
and as we have seen, that it was used by the Jews as one of the titles‘of Messiah, yet still 
used personally, and not officially, and, also, without any reference to the miraculous conception 
at all, as before proved, it follows, that it expresses a natural relation to God, subsisting not in 
the human, but in the higher natwre of Messiah; and, this higher nature being proved to be 
Divine, it follows, that the term Son of God, as applied to Jesus, is, therefore, a title of abso- 
lute Divinity, importing his participation in the very nature and essence of God. The same 
ideas of Divine Sonship are suggested by almost every passage in which the phrase occurs in 
the New Testament. ; : 

“ When Jesus was baptized, he went up straightway out of the-water, and lo, the heavens 
were opened unto him, and he saw the Spirit of God descending like a dove, and lightin 
upon him; and log a voice from heaven, This is my sELoveD Son, in whom I am we' 

leased.” The circumstances of this testimony are of the most solemn and impressive kind, 
and there can be no rational doubt but they were designed authoritatively to invest our Lord 
with the title ‘‘Son of God” in the fall sense which it bears in those prophecies.in which the 
Messias had been introduced under that appellation, rendered still more strong and emphatic 
by adding the epithet “beloved,” and the declaration, that in him the “ Father was well 
a aT That the name “Son of God” is not here given to Christ with reference to his 
resurrection need not be stated; that-it was not given to him, along with a declaration of the ~ 
Father’s pleasure in him, because of the manner in which he had fulfilled the office of Messiah, 
is also obvious, for he was but just then entering upon his office and commencing his ministry ; 
and if, therefore, it can be proved, that it was not given to him with reference to his miraculous 
conception, it must follow that it was given on grounds independent of his office, and independ- 
ent of the circumstances of his birth; and that, therefore, he was in a higher nature than his 
human, and for a higher reason than an official one, the “Son of God.” : 

- Now this is, I think, very easily and conclusively proved. As soon as the Baptist John had 
heard this testimony, and seen this descent of the Holy Spirit upon him, he tells-us that he 
“bore record that this is the Son or Gop’:’—the Messiah, we grant, but not the Son of God 
because he was the Messiah, but Son of God and Messiah also. This is clear, from the opinion 
of the Jews of that day, as before shown. It was to the Jews that he “bore record” that 
Jesus was the Son of God. But he used this title in the sense commonly received by his 
hearers. Had he simply testified that he was the Messiah, this would not to them in general 
have expressed the idea which atu attached to the name “ Son of God,” and which they tool 
to involve a Divine character and claim. But-in this ordinary sense of the title among the 
Jews, John the Baptist gave his testimony to him, and by that shows in what sense he him- 
self understood the testimony of God to the Sonship of Jesus. So, in his closing testimony to 
Christ, recorded in John iii, he makes an evident allusion to what took place at the baptism of 
our Lord, and says, ‘The Father loveth the Son, and hath given all things into his hand.” 

- Here the love of the Father, as declared at his baptism, is represented as love to-him as the 
Son, and all things being given into his hands, as the consequence of his being his beloved 
Son. ¢ All things,” unquestionably, imply all offices, all power and authority; all that. is 

Soet s ‘ £ 


(8) Dr. A. Clarke, in his note on this text, evidently feels the difficulty of disposing of it on the theory that 
the term Son is not a Divine title, and enters a sort of caveat against resorting to doubtful texts, as proofs of 
our Lord’s Divinity. But for all purposes for which this text has ever been adduced, it isnot a doubtful one; — 
for it expresses, as clearly as possible, that God has a Son, and makes no reference to the incarnation at all; 
so that the words are not spoken in anticipation of that event. Those who deny the Divine Sonship can 
never, therefore, explain that text. What follows in the note referred to is more objectionable : it hints at 
the obscurity of the writer as weakening his authority. Who he was, or what he was, we indeed know not; 
but his words stand in the book of Proverbs: a book, the inspiration of which both our Lord and his Apostles _ 
have verified, and that is enough: we need no other attestation, 
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included in the offices of King, Messias, Mediator; and it is affirmed, not that he is Son, and 
beloved as a Son because of his being invested with these offices, but that he is invested with 
them, because he was the well-beloved Son; a circumstance which fully demonstrates that 
“Son of God” is not an official title, and that it is not of the same import as Messiah. To the 
_transaction at his haptism our Lord himself adverts in John v, 37. “And the FaTHer HI ; 
seLF, which hath sent me, hath borne witness of me.” For, as he had just mentioned t m 
witness arising from his miraculous works, and, in addition to these, ‘introduces the wil (load 
the Father himself as distinct from the works, a personal testimony from the Father alo: : 
can be intended, and that personal testimony was given at his baptism, Now, the witness of | t 
the-Father, on this occasion, is, that he was his beloved Son ; and it is remarkable that our 
Lord introduces the Father’s testimony to his Sonship on an occasion in which the matter in 
dispute with the Jews was respecting his claim to be the Son of God, The Jews denied that 
God was his Father in the sense in which he had declared him to be so, a 1 “they sought the 
more to kill him, because he not only had broken the Sabbath; but said also, that God was 
his Father, making himself equal with God.” In this case, what was the conduct of our Lord ? 
He reaffirms his Sonship even in this very objectionable sense; asserts that “the Son doeth 
all things soever that the Father doeth,” verse 19; that “as the Father raiseth the dead, 
so the Son quickeneth whomsoever he will,” verse 21; that “all judgment has been com- 
mitted to the Son, that all men should honour the Son, even as they honour the Father,” 
verse 23; that “as theFather hath life in himself, so hath he given to the Son to have life 
in himself,” verse 26; and then confirms all these high claims of equality with the Father, by 
adducing the Father’s own witness at his baptism. “And the Father himself hath borne wit- _ 
ness Of me. Ye-have neither heard his voice at any time, nor seen his shape; and ye have 
not his word abiding in yoy, for whom he hath sent, him ye believe not.” (4) Withrespect ~~ 
to this testimony, two critical remarks have been made, which, though not essential to the 
argument, farther corroborate the views just taken, The one is, that in all the three Evan- 
gelists who record the testimony of the Father to Christ at his baptism, the article is prefixed 
both to the substantive and the adjective. Matt. ili, 17, Ovros cori 8 utos pe 6 ayannros, the 
most discriminating mode of expression that could be employed, as if to separate Jesus from 
every other who, at any time, had received the appellation of the Son of God: This is that 
Son‘of mine who is the beloved.’ In the second clause, “in whom I am well pleased,” the verb in 
all the three Eyangelists is in the first aorist, ev w evdoxnoa. Now, although we often render the 
' Greek aorist by the English present, yét this can be done with propriety only when the pro- 
“position is equally true, whether it be stated in the present, im the past, or in the future time, 
And thus the analogy of the Greek language requires us not only to consider the name Son 
of God, as applied in a peculiar sense to Jesus, but also to refer the expression used at his 
D sm to that intercourse which had subsisted between the Father and the Son, before this 
me was announced to men. (5) i : 
The epithet.“ onLy-BecorTEen,” which several times oceurs in the New Testament, affords 
further proof of the Sonship of Christ in his divine nature.. One of these instances only need 
be selected. “The Word was made flesh, and dwelt ‘among us, and we beheld his glory, the 
lory as of the OnL¥-BEGOTTEN of the Father, full of grace and truth.” If the epithet only- 
Begotten referred to Christ’s miraculous conception, then the glory “tas of the Only-begotten” 
must be a glory of the human nature of Christ only, for that alone was capable of being thus 
conceived. ‘This is, however, clearly contrary to the scope of the passage, which does not 
speak of thé glory of the nature, ‘the flesh,” which “THz Worp” assumed, but of the glory 
of the Word Himsetr, who is here said to be-the Only-begotten of the Father. It is, there- 
fore, the glory of his Divine nature which is here intended. (6) Such, too, was the sense in 
which the’ primitive church and the immediate followers of the Apostles understood the title 
povoyemns, only-begotten, or only Son, as Bishop Bull has-shown at length, (7) and “to him and 
others,” says Dr. Waterland, “I may refer for proof that the title, Son of God, or Only-begotten 


Gi 


as : 
(4) Though the argument does not at all depend upon it, yet it may be proper to refer to Campbell’s trans- 
lation of these verses, as placing some of the clauses in this'passage in a clearer light.‘ Now the Father, 
who sent me, hath himself attested me. Did ye never hear his voice, or see his form 1 Or, have ye forgotten 
his declaration, that‘ ye believe not him’whom herhath commissioned.’ ” -Qn this translation, Dr. Campbell 
remarks, “The reader will observe, that the two clauses, which are rendered in the English Bible as decla- 
rations, are, in this version, translated as questions. The difference in the original is only in the pointing. 
That they ought tobe so read, we. need not, in my opinion, stronger evidence than that they throw much 
light upon the whole passage. Our Lord here refers to the testimony given at his baptism; and when you 
read the two clauses as questions, all the chief circumstances attendingthat memorable testimony are exactly 
pointed out. ‘Have ye never heard his voice, pwvn exrwy spavwv; nor seen his form? the gwparcKoy 
etdos, in which, St. Luke says; the Holy Ghost descended. ‘And have ye not his declaration abiding in 
ou? roy oyav, the words which were spoken atthattime.” (© y 
(5). Thov art my beloved, Son, in whom I am well pleased, that is, have always been well pleased, am at 
p resent rely eased, and will continue to be well pleased.’’—Macknight. re p 
5 (6) “The glory as of the Only-begotten,” &c. “Phe particle ws, as, is not here a note of similitude, but of 
_ confirmation, that this Son was the Only-begotten of the Father.”—Whitby. “This particle sometimes 
answers to the Hebrew ach, and signifies certe, truly.’—Ibid. So Schleusner, 1n ee 15, revera, Bere. 
The clause may, therefore, be properly rendered, “The glory indeed, or truly, of the Only-begotten of 


the Father.” (7) Judicium Eccles, 
35 
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at A . : * 
Son, in Scripture, cannot be reas eh understood either of our Lord’s miraculous conception 
by the Holy: Ghost, or of his Messi aship, or of his being the First-begotten from the dead, or 
of his receiving all power, and his being appointed heir of all things. None of these circum- 
stances, singly considered, nor altogether, will be sufficient to aceount for the title, Only Son, 
or Only-begotten; but it is necessary to look higher up to the preéxistent and Divine nature 
ofthe Word, who wasin the beginning with God, and was himself very God, before the creation, 
and from all eternity. Angels and men have been called Sons of God, in an improper and 
metaphorical sense, but they have never been styled ‘ Only-begotten,’ nor, indeed, ‘Sons, in 
any such distinguishing and emphatic manner as Christ is. They are sons by adoption, or 
faint resemblance ; he is truly, properly, and eminently, Son of God, and, therefore, God, as 
every son of man is, therefore, truly man.” The note inthe Socinian Version tells us, “ that 
this expression does not refer to any peculiar mode of derivation or existence ; but is used to 
express merely a higher degree of affection, and is applied to Isaac, though Abraham had other 
sons.” Isaac is, however, so called, because he was the only child which Abraham had by 
his wife Sarah, and this instance is, therefore, against them. The other passages in this Gospel 
and in St. John’s First Epistle, n which the term is used, give no.countenance to this interpret+ 
ation, and in’ the only other passages in the New Testament, in which it occurs, it unquestion- 

_ ably means an “only son or child.» Luke vii, 12, “Behold there-was a dead man carried out, 
the only son of his mother.” Luke viii, 42, “For he had one only daughter.” Luke ix, 38, 
“Master, look upon my son, for he is my only child.” Here, then, on the one hand, there is no 
passage in which the epithet only-begotte occurs, which indicates, by any other phrase or 
circumstance, that it has the-force of well-beloved; whilst there are séveral, which, from the 

_ cireumstances, oblige us to interpret it literally.as expressive of a peculiar relationship of the 
child to the parent, an only, an only-begotten child. This is,.then, the sense in which it is used 
of Christ, and it must respect either his Divine or human nature. Those who refer it to his 
human nature, consider it as founded upon his miraculous conception. It is, however, clear 
that that could not constitute him a Son, except as it consisted in the immediate formation’ of 
the manhood of our Lord by the power of God; but, in this respect, he was not the “ Only- 
begotten,” not the “ only Son,” because Adam was thus also immediately produced, and for 
this very reason is called by St. Luke, “the Son of God.” Seeing, then, that povoyevys, Only- 
begotten, does not any where import the affection of a parent, but the peculiar relation of an 
only son ; and that this peculiarity does not apply to the production of the mere human nature 
of our Lord, the first man being in this sense, and for this very reason, “a Son of God,” thereby 
excluding Christ, consideréd as a man, from the relation of ony Son, the epithet car only be 
applied to the Divine nature of our Lord, in which, alone, he is at once naturally and exclusively 
“the Son oF THE Livine Gop.’ : 

~ All those passages, too, which. declare that “all things were made. by the Son,” and that 
God “sent his Son” into the world, may be considered as declarations of a Divine Sonship, 
because they imply that the Creator was, atthe very period of creation, a Son, and that he 
was the Son or Gop, when and consequently before, he was sent into the world; and thus both 
will prove, that that relation is independent either of his official appointment as Messiah, or 
of his incarnation. The only plausible objection to this is, that when a person is designated 
by a particular title, he is often said to perform actions under that title, though the designa- 
tion may have been given to him subsequently. Certain acts may be said to have been done 
by the king, though, in fact, he performed them before his advancement to the throne 3 and 
we ascribe the “Principia” to Sir Isaac Newton, though that work was written before he 
received the honour of knighthood, In this. mannerg we are told, by those who allow the 
divinity of Christ, while they deny his Divine Sonship, that, as Son of God was one of the com- 
mon appellations of Christ among his disciples, it was natural for them to ascribe creation, and 
other Divine acts performed before the incarnation, to the Son, meaning merely that they were 
done by that same Divine Person who in consequence of his incarnation and miraculous con- 
ception, became the Son of God, and was, by his disciples, acknowledged as such. 

The whole of this argument supposes that the titles “THe Son,” “Tax Son or Gop,” are 
merely human titles, and that they are applied to Christ, when considered as God, and in his ~ 
preéxistent state, only in-consequence of that inéerchange of appellations to which the cirewn- 
stance of the union of two natures, Divine and human, in one person, so naturally leads. Thus 
it is said, that the “Lord of Glory” was “crucified ;” that Gop purchased the church “ with 
his own blood ;” that “True Son or Man” was “in heaven” before the ascension. So also, in 
familiar style, we speak of the divinity of Jesus, and of the Godhead of the Son or Mary. 
An interchange of appellations is acknowledged; but, then even this supposes that some of 
them are designations of his Divine, whilst others describe his assumed nature; and the sim- 

le circumstance of such an interchange will no more prove the title Son or Gon to be a 

uman designation, than it will prove Son or Mary to be a Divine one. Farther; if such an 
interchange of titles hg thus contended for, we may then ask, which of the titles, in strict 
appropriation, designate the human, and which the Divine nature of our Lord? If “Son of 
God” be, in strictness, a human designation, and so it must, be, if it relate not to his divinity, 
then we may say that our Saviour, as God, has no distinctive name at all in the whole Scrip- 
tures, The title “Gop” does not distinguish him from the other persons of the Trinity, and 
Worp stands in precisely the same predicament as Son ; for the same kind of criticisa may 
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reduce it to merely an official appellative, given because of his being the medium of instructing 
men in the will of God; and it may, with equal force, be said that he is called “the Word” in 
his preéxistent state only, because he, in, time, became the Word, in like manner as, in time 
also, he became the Son. ‘The other names of Christ are all official; and ag in the Scriptures 
we have no such phrase as “the second person in the Trinity” and other theological, designa- 
tions, since adopted, to express the divinity of Christ, the.denial of the title Son as a designa- 
tion of divinity leads’ to this remarkable conclusion, (remarkable especially, when considered 
as coming from those who hold the Deity of Christ,) that we have not in, Scripture, neither in 
the Old nor the New-Testament, a single appellation which, in strictness and truth of speech, 
can be used to express the Divine Person of him who was made flesh and dwelt among us. If, 
then, an interchange of Divine and human designations be allowed, the title “Son or Gop” 
may still be a Divine description for any thing which such an interchange implies; if it is not 
a designation of his divinity, we are left without a vame for aur Saviour as God, and: con- 
sidered as existing before the incarnation, and .so there can properly be no interchange of 
Divine and human titles at all. ; ; a 

But the notion, that the title Son of God is an appellation of the human nature of our Lord, 
applied sometimes to him, when his Divine character and acts are distinctly considered, by a 
customary interchange of designations, is a mere assumption. There is nothing to prove it, 
whilst all those passages which connect the title “Son,” immediately, and by way of eminence, 
with his divinity remain wholly unaccounted for on this theory, and are, therefore, contrary 
toit. Let a few of these be examined. It is evident, that, in a peculiar sense, he claims God 
as his Father, and that with no reference either to the incarnation or resurrection, or to an’ 
thing besides’a relation in the Divine nature. So, when he had said to the Jews, “My father’ 
worketh hitherto and I work;” the Jews so understood him to claim God for his Father as to 
equal himself with God—“ they sought the more to kill him, because he had not only broken 
the Sabbath; but said also that God was his Father, sarepa «dtov, HIS OWN PROPER FATHER, 
making himself rquaL- with God ;” and, so far from correcting this as an error in his hearers, 
which he was bound to do by every moral consideration, if they had so greatly mistaken him, 
he goes on to confirm them in their opinion as to the extent of his claims, declaring, that “what 
things so ever the Father doeth, these also doth the Son likewise; and that as the Father hath 
life in himself, so hath he given the Son to have life'in himself.” In all this, it is admitted by 
our Lord, that whatever he is and has is from the Father ; which is, indeed, implied in the very 
name and relation of Son; but if this communication be not of so peculiar a ‘kind as to imply 
an equality with God, a sameness of nature and perfections, there is not only an unwarrantable 
presumption in the words of our Lord, but, in the circumstances in which they-were uttered, 
there is an-equivocation in them inconsistent with the-sincerity of an honest man. This argu- 
ment is confirmed by attending to a Similar passage in the 10th chapter of John. Our Lord 
says; “They shall never perish ; ‘my Father which gave them me is greater than I, and none 
is able to pluck them out of my F'ather’s hand. [and my-Father axe one. ‘Then the Jews took 
up stones to stone him.” And they assign, for so doing, the very same reason which St. John 
has mentioned in the 5th chapter: ‘“ We stone thee for blasphemy, because that thou, being a 
man, makest thyself God.” Our Lord’s answer is: “Is it not written in your law, I said ye 
are Gods ? If he called them Gods unto whom the word of God came, and the Seriptures can- 
not be broken,” 7. e. if the language of Scripture be unexceptionable, “say ye of him whom 
the Father hath sanctified and sent into the world thou blasphemest, because I said, I am the 
Son of God?” These words are sometimes quoted in support of the opinion of those who hold 
that our Saviour is called the Son of God, purely upon account of the commission which he 
received. But the force of the argument and the consistency of the discourse require us to 
affix a much higher meaning to that expression. Our Lord is reasoning a fortiori, He vindi- 
cates himself from the charge of blasphemy in calling himself the Son of God, because even 
those who.hold civil offices upon earth are called, in Seripture, Gods, (8) But, that he might 
not appear to put himself upon a level with them, and to retract his former assertion, ‘T and 
my Father are one,’ he not only-calls himself ‘ him whom the Father hath sent into the world,’ 
which implies that he had a being, and that God was-his Father, before he was sent; but he 
subjoins, ‘If I do not the works of my Father, believe me not. But if I-do, though you believe 
not me, believe the works, that ye may know and believe that the Father is in me, and I in him, 
expressions which appear to be equivalent to his former assertion, ‘I and the Father are one,’ 
and which were certainly understood by the Jews in that sense, for as soon as he uttered them 
they sought again to take him.” (9) 

To these two eminent instances, in which aur Lord claims God as his Father, in reference 
solely to his Divine nature, and ta no cireumstance whatever connected with his birth or his 
offices, may be added his unequivocal answer, on his trial, to the direct amg of the Jewish 
council.—* Then said they all; Art thou the Son of God? and he saith unto them, Ye say 
that I am,” that is, J am that ye say ; thus declaring that, in the very sense jn which they "gt 


(8) “ This argument, which is from the less to the greater, proceeds thus: If those who having nothin 
divine in them, namely, the judges of the great Sanliedrim, to whom the Psalmist there speaks, are calle 
pods foy this reason only, that ms have in them a certain imperfect image of Divine power and authority, ~ 

ow much more may I be calied God, the Son of God, who am the natural Son of God.”—Bishop Bull. 

(9) Hill’s Lectures. j 5 ; 
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the question, he was the Son of God. In confessing himself to be, in that sense, the Son of 
God, he did more than ckim to be the Messiah, for the council judged hint for that reason, 
guilty of “blasphemy ;” a charge which could not lie against any one, by the Jewish law, for 
professing to be the Messiah. It was in their judgment, a case of blasphemy, explicitly pro- 
vided against by their “law,” which inflicted death upon the offence ; but, in the whole Mosaic 
Institute, it is not a capital crime to assume the title. and character of Messiah. Why, then, 
did the confession of Christ, that he was the “Son of God,” in answer to the interrogatory of 
the council, lead them to exelaim, ““ What need we any farther witness? for we ourselves have 
heard of his own mouth—he is worthy of death.” “We have a law, and by our law he ought 
to die” The reason is given, “ because he made himself raz Son or Gov.” His “blasphemy” 
was alleged to hie in this ; this, therefore, implied an invasion of the rights and honours of t he 
Divine nature, and was, in their view, an assumptioniof positive Divinity. Our Lord, by his 
conduct shows that they did not mistake his intention. He allows them to proceed against 
him without lowering his pretensions, or correcting their mistake ; which had they really fallen 
into one, as to the import of the title “Son of God,” he must have done, or been accessary to 
his own condemnation. (1) ; : : a ase 

As in none:of these passages the title Son of God can possibly be considered as a designia- 
tion of his human nature or office.; so, in the apostolic writings, we find proof of equal force 
that it is used even by way of opposition and contradistinction to the human and inferior nature. 
Romans i, 3, 4, “Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, which was made of the seed of 
David according to the flesh ; and declared to be the Son of God with power according to the 
spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the dead.”. A very few remarks will be sufficient 
to point out the force of this passage. The Apostle, it is to be observed, is not, speaking of 
what Christ is officially, but of what he is personally and essentially, for the truth of all his 
official claims depends upon the truth of his personal ones: if he bé a Divine person, he is 
every thing else he assunies to be. He is, therefore, considered by the Apostle distinctly in 
his two natures. Asa man he was “ flesh,” “of the seed of David,” and-a son of David scan 
a superior nature he was Divine, and the Son of God.. To prove that he was of the seed of 
David, no evidence was necessary.but the Jewish genealogies: to prove him Divine, or, as the 
Apostle chooses to express it, “THe Son or Gop,” evidence of a higher kind was necessary, 
and it was given in his “ resurrection from the dead.” ‘That “ declared him to be the Son of 
God with power,” or powerfully determined and marked him out to be the Son of God, a Divine 
Person. That an opposition is expressed between what Christ was according to the flesh, 
and what he was according to a higher nature, must be allowed, or there is no force in the 
Apostle’s observation ;' and equally clear it must be, that the nature, put in opposition to- the 
fleshly nature, can be no other than the Divine nature of Christ, the apostolic designation of 
which. is the “Son or Gop.” ° é ess ae 

This opposition between the two natures is sufficiently marked for the.purpose of the argu- 


om 


~ (1) See this argument largely and ably stated in Wilson’s “ Illustration of the Method of explaining the 
New Testament, by the early opinions of Jews and Christians concerning Christ.”? 

(2) “We have observed so often before, that the Sprrrt in Christ, especially when opposed to the flesh, 
denotes his Divine nature, that it is needless to repeat it. Nor ought it to seem strange. ei Christ, as the 
Son of God, and God, is here called the Spirit of Holiness, an appellation generally given to the third 
Person of the Divinity, for the same divint and spiritual nature is common to every Person of the Trinity. 
Hence we have observed, that Hermas, a cotemporary of St. Paul, has expressly called the Divine Person of 
the Son of God, a Holy Spirit.”—Bull. “When the term Spirit refers to Christ, and is put in opposition 
to the flesh, it denotes his Divine Nature."—Schattgen. ‘The same view is taken of the passage by Beza, 
Erasmus, Cameron, Hammond, Poole, and Macknight. The note of Dr. Guyse contains a powerful reason 
for this interpretation. “If ‘the Spirit of Holiness’ is here considered as expressive of the sense in which 
Christ is ‘the Son of God, i evidently signifies his Divine nature, in Opposition to what he was according 
to the flesh ; and so the antithesis is very beautiful between kara mvevya, according to the Spirit, and Kara 
sapka, according to the flesh. But if we consider it as the principle of the power by whieh Christ was raised 
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* The whole-argument of the Apostle Paul, in the first chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
-is designed to prove our Lord superior to angels, and he adduces, as conclusive evidence on 
this point, that to none of the angels was it ever said; “Thou art my Son, this day have 1 
begotten thee. And again, I will be to. him a Faruer, and he shall be tome a Son.” It is, 
therefore, clear, that, on this very ground of Sonship, our Lord is argued to be superior to 
angels, that is, superior in nature, and in natural relation to God; for in no other way is the 
argument conclusive. He has his title Son, by mueriraNce, that is, by natural and HEREDI- 
rary right. It is by “inheritance” that he hath obtained a. “more excellent name” than 
angels; that is, by his being or the Father, and, therefore, by virtue of his Divine filiation. 
Angels may be, in an inferior sense, the sons of God by creation; but they cannot inherit that 
title, for this plaia reason, that they are created not begotten; while our Lord inherits the 
“more excellent name” because he is “ begotten,” not created. “For unte which of the angels 
said he at any time, Thou art my Son, this day have I secorrsn thee?” (3) The same ideas 
of absolute Divinity, connect themselves with the title throughout this chapter. “'Tur Son,” 
by whom “ God in these latter days hath spoken to us,” is “ the brightness, the effulgence of 
his glory, and the express, or exact. and perfect image of his person.” But it is, only to the 
Divine nature.of our Lord that these expressions can refer.‘ The brightness of his glory” is 
a phrase in which allusion is made to a luminous body. which is made visible by its own efful- 
geace. The Father is compared to the original fountain of light, and the Son to the effulgence 
or body of rays.streaming from it.. Thus we are taught, that the essence of both is the same ; 
that the one is inseparable from, and not to be conceived of without the other; consequently, 
that neither of them ever was or could be alone, The Son is declared to be of the same nature 
and eternity with the Father ; “‘ And from hence, more particularly, the church seems to have 
taken the occasion of confessing in epposition te the Arian heresy, as -we find it done in one 
of our creeds, that ‘Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, was begotten of the Father 
before all worlds, that he is God of God, Light of Light, very God of very. God, of one sub- 
Stance with the Father by whom all things are made?” (4) Certainly, this brightness, or 
‘effulgence from the Father is expressiy spoken of the Son ; but it cannot be affirmed of him 
with reference to his humanity ; and, if it must necessarily be understood of his superior, his 
Divine nature, it necessarily implies the idea which is suggested by Sonship. For if the second 
Person of the Saniy were coordinate and independent, in no good sense could he be the efful- 
gence, the lustre of the glory of the Father. He might exhibit an equal and rival glory, as 
one sun equally large and bright with another; but our Lord would, in that case, be no more 
an effulgence of the glory of the Father than one of these suns would be an effulgence of the 
other. The “express image of his person” is equally a note-of filial Divinity. The word 
xapaxtnp signifies an impression or mark, answering to a seal or stamp, or die, and, therefore, 
an exact and perfect resemblance, as the figure on the coin answers to the die by which it is 
stamped, and the image on the wax to the engraving on the seal. It is impossible that this 
should be spoken of a creature, because it cannot be true of any creature ;.and, therefore, not 
true of the human nature of our Lord. “The sentiment is, indeed, too high for our ideas to 
reach. ‘This, however, seems to be fully implied in it, that the Son is personally distinct 
from the Father, for the impression and the seal.are not. one thing, and. that the essential 
nature of both is one and the same,” (5) since one is so the exact and perfect image of the 
other, that our Lord could say, “He that hath seen me hath seen the Father.” (6) Still, 
~ however, the likeness is not that of one independent and unrelated | to another, as of man 
to man; but the more perfect one of Son to Father. So it is expressly affirmed ; for it is “ THE 
Son” who is this “ express image:” nor would the resemblance of one independent Divine 
person to another come up to the idea conveyed by yapaxrnp rns vnoorarews. Both this and the 
preceding phrase, the “ brightness of his glory,” with sufficient clearness denote not only same- 
ness of essence and distinction of person, but dependence and communication also; ideas which 
are preseryed and harmonized in the doctrine of the Sonsuip of Christ, and in no other. - 
In the same conjunction of the term Son with ideas of absolute Divinity, the Apostle, in a 
subsequent part of the same chapter, applies that lofty passage in the forty-fifth Psalm, “But 
unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever,” &c, ‘The Socinian criticisms on 


from the dead, for demonstrating him to be the Son of Ged, itymay signifi either his own Divine nature or 
the Holy Spirit, the third Person in the adorable Trinity ; and yet, unless is own Divine nature concurred 
in raising him from the dead, his resurrection, abstractedly considered in itself, no more proved him to be 
the Son of God, than the resurrection of believers, by the power of God, and by ‘his Spirit who dwelleth in 
them,’ Rom. viii, 11, prove any of them to be so.” “It is also in corroboration of this view that Christ repre- 
sents himself as the agent of his own resurrection. ‘Ilay down my life, and I HAVE POWER to take it 

in.” ‘Destroy this temple, and in three days I WILL RAISE IT UP.” ra a: ‘ 

(3) It may be granted, that xAnpovopew is not always used to express the obtaining of a thing y anit 
hereditary right; but also to acquire it by other means, though still the idea of right 1s preserve hae 1e 
argument of the Apostle, however, compels us to take the word in its primary and proper ate w ich is 
well expressed in our translation to obtain by inheritance. “The Apostle’s argument, taken Be: t re 
Son of God, is this—he hath that name by inheritance, or on account of his descent from God; and “4 
ny calling himself the only-begotten of the Father, hath excluded from that nonourable relation angels an 
every other beings whatever.””—Macknight. 

4) Stanhope. (5) Dr. B. Smith. Fi sane jag 

fi “Imago majestatis Divine, ita, ut, oui Filium videt, etiam Patrem videat.’—Schleusner. _ 
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this passage have alread been refuted ; and it is ¢ necessary to remark on this passage ‘ as 
x ( ary al 


it is in proof of the Divine Sonship. It is allo 1 who hold his Deity, that Christ is 
here addre as a Being composed of two natures, andiman. “The unction with the 
“oil of gladness,’ and the elevation above his ‘fellows,’ characterize thé manhood ; and the per- 
petual stability of his throne, and the unsullied justice of the government, declare the Gop- 
HEAD.” (7) He is, however, called the Son; but this is a term which could not tharacterize 
the Being here introduced, unless it agreed to his higher and Divine nature. The Son is 
addressed ; that Son is addressed as God, as God whose throne is for ever and ever; and by 
this argument it is that the Apostle-proves the Son to be superior to angels. ees 

A few other passages may be introduced, which, with equal demonstration, attach the term 
Son, eminently and emphatically, to our Lord’s Divine nature. ‘ : 

God sending his own Son, in the likeness of sinful flesh,” Romans viii, 3. Here the per- 
son, entitled the Son, is said to be sent in the likeness of sinful Fres#. In what other way 
could he have been sent, if he were Son ‘only as aman? The Apostle most cle «3 intimates 
that he was Son before he was sent ; and that FLEsH was the nature assumed by the Son, but 
not the nature in which he was the Son, as he there uses the term. : : 

“Moses, verily, was faithful in all his house as & SERVANT, but Christ as a Son over his own 
house.” “This is Hlustrative of the position before laid down, (verse 3,) that Jesus was counted 
pcm more glory than Moses:. The Jewish lawgiver was only ‘as a sERVANT,’ but Christ 
‘asa Son; but if the latter were only a Son in a metaphorical sense, the contrast would be 
entirely mn he could only be a servant, like Moses, andthe grounds of his superiority, 
as a@ Son, would be completely subverted ; he must, therefore, be a Son in respect to his Divine 
nature. In conformity with this conclusion, it is here said that-Moses was faithful m all his 
house as a servant in thé Jewish church, but Christ was faithful over his own house ; over 

“the Christian church as its Lord and Master.”(8) “Moses erat sv rw o:xw, et pertinebat ad 
familiam ; Christus vero oz Zev orkop, supra familiam, ut ejus prefectus et dominius.” (9) “He 
says that Moses was faithful as a servant—Christ as a Son, and that Christ was counted 
worthy of more glory than Moses, inasmuch as he who hath builded the house hath more 
honour than the house; that is, the differencé between Christ and Moses is that which is 
between him who creates and the thing created.” (1)" To be a Son is then, in the Apostle’s 
sense of the passage, té be a Creator ; and to be a servant, a creature; a decisive proof that 
Christ is called Son, as God, because he is put in éontradistiiction toa creature. 

To these may be adifed all those passagés in which the first person is called the Farner of 
our Lord Jesus Christ; because as, when the persons are distineily spoken of, it is clear, that 
he who produced the human nature of Christ, in the womb of the Virgin, was the third person, 
& fact several times emphatically and expressly deélared in the New Testament; so, as far 
as natural relation is concerned, the first person can only have paternity with reference to the 
Divine nature of the Sén; and we are reduced to admit, either that the terms Father and 
Son are wholly figurative, or that they express a natural relation, which relation, however, can 
only subsist between these persons in the Godhead. 

“For,” as it has been very justly observed, “at the very same time that our Lord, most 
expressly, calls the first person of thé Godhéad his Father, he makes the plainest distmetion 
that is possible between the Father, as such, and the Holy Ghost. By the personal acts 
which he ascribes to the Spirit of God, he distinguishes the first person, as his Father, from 
the third person of the Divine esseniée ; for, he said, ‘I will pray the Father, and he shall give 
you another Comforter, that he may abide with you fox ever, even the Spirit of truth? 'Fhis 
Comforter, said he, ‘Is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name. But wher 
the Comforter is come, whont I ‘will send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of truth, 
which proceedeth from the Fathér, he shall testify of me.’ (2) Here our Lord calls the first 
tae, most expressly and undeniably, * the Father,’ and the third person, as expressty * the 

oly Ghost.’ It is most evident, and beyontl even the possibility of a doubt, that he does not, 
by these two appellatives, mean one and the self same Divine person ; for he says, he ‘wilt 
eg the Father’ to send the Comforter to his church, ¢alling him “the Holy Ghost, whom the 

er will send in Ais name.’. And he sends ‘the Holy Ghost, the Spirit of truth, front the 
Father, which proceedeth from the Father? "Therefore,-the Holy Ghost is not that Father 
nor the self same subsistént as that Father, nor is the creation of the human-nature the only- 
begetting, or the Scriptural Sonship of our Lord Jesus Christ; for, if this were really so, the 
Father would be sending forth the Father,-and the Father would be proceeding from the 
Father, and the Son would be praying for all this. But these are absurdities too glaring te be 
indulged for a single moment by common sense; so that we conceive it must be as clear as 
the light of heaven, that the first and second persons of the Godhead are to each other a Father 
and a Son in the Divine essence.” {3) E f 

Thus, then, from the import of these passages, and many othets mieht be added, were i 
necessary, I think that it is established, that the title Sox Fe Gop is fot an appellative of a 
human nature applied by metonymy to the Divine nature, as the objectors say, and that it 
cannot, on this hypothesis, be explained. As little truth will be found in another theory, 


(7) Bishop Horsley. (8) Holden’s Testimonies. 9) Rosenmuller. 1) Bishop Tomline. 
(2) John xiv, 16, 17 26; xv, 26. (3) Martin on SS Sonship of che es P 
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pee dopted by those who admit the Divinity of our Lord, but deny his eternal filiation ;—that he 
is called “Son of God” an account of his incarnation : that, itr the Old Testament, ‘he was so 


in anticipation of this event, and in the New because of the fact’that he was God mani- 
fest in the flesh. ‘ rst en i ; . , ied, 4%: 
_ As, however, all such persons acknowledge the title “Son of God” to be a descriptive, not an 
arbitrary title, and that it has its foundation in some real relation ; so, if the incarnation of 
Christ be the foundation of that title, it must be used with reference either to the nature in 
which he was incarnated, that is to say, his manhood; or to that which incarnated itself, that 
is to say, his Godhead; or to the action of incarnation, that is the act of assuming our nature. 
If the first be allowed, then this is saying no more than that he is the Son of God, because of 
his miraculous conception in the womb of the Virgin, which has been already refuted. If the 
then it is yielded, that, with reference to the Godhead, he is the Son, which is what 
we contend for; and it is allowed, that ‘the “‘holy thing,” or offspring, born of Mary, is, 
therefore, called the Son of God, not because his humanity was formedin her womb immediately 
by God; but, as it is expressly stated in Luke i, 35, because “the Holy Ghost shall come upon 
thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow:-thee,” the effeet of which would be the 
assumption of humanity by the Divine nature of Him who is, in that nature, the Son; and that 
the holy ar should, on that account, be called the Son of God, ‘This would fully allow 
the doctrine of Christ’s Divine Sonship, and’is, probably, the real import of the important 
passage referred to.(4) But if the title Son is given to Christ, neither with reference to the 
miraculous conception of the human nature, nor yet because the higher nature united’to it in 
one person is, eminently and peculiarly, the Son of God; then it only. remains to those who 
refer the title to the incarnation of our Lord, to urge that it is given to him with reference to 
the act of incarnation, that is to say, the act of assuming our nature. Now, it is impossible to 
maintain this, because it has no support from Scripture. The passage in Luke i, 35, has been 
adduced, but that admits certainly only of one of the two mterpretations above given.— 
Either the coming of the Holy Ghost upon the Virgin, and the overshadowing of the power 
of the Highest, refer to the immediate production of the humanity- by Divine power,-so that 
for this reason he is called the Son of God, which might be allowed without excluding a higher 
and more emphatic reason for the appellation; or it expresses the assumption of human nature 
through the “power of the Highest,” by the Divine nature ‘of Christ, so that “the holy 
offspring” should be called “the Son of God,” not because a Divine person assumed humanity, 
but because that Divine person was antecedently the Son of God, and is spoken of as such by 
the prophets. The mere act of assuming our nature gives no-idea of the relationship of a Son ; 
it is neither a paternal nor a filidl act in any sense, nor expresses any such relation, It was an“ 
act of the Son alone ; “‘forasrnuch as the children are partakers of flesh and blond, uz aLso 
Took Part of the same;” and, as his own act, it could never place kim in the relation of Son 
to the Father. It was done, it is true, in pursuance of the will of the Father, who “sent him” 
on this errand of mercy into the world; but it was-still an act done by the Son, and could not 
lay the foundation of a filial title and character. This hypothesis cannot, therefore, be sup- 
ported. If, then, the title “Sow or Gop,” as given to our Lord, is not used’ chiefly, probably 
not at all, with reference to his miraculous conception; if it is not an appellative of his human 
nature, occasionally applied to him when Divine acts and relations are spoken of, as any other 
human appellation, by metonymy, might be applied; if it is not given him simply because of 
his assuming our nature; if we find it so used, that it can be ay Ses by no office with 
which he is invested, and by no event of his mediatorial undertaking ; it then follows, that it 
is a title characteristic of his mode of existence in the Divine essence, and of the relation which 
exists between the first and second persons in the ever blessed Trinity. Nor is it to be regarded 
as a matter of indifference, whether, we admit the eternal filiation of our Lord, provided we 
acknowledge his Divinity. It is granted, that sorne divines, truly decided on this point, have 
rejected the Divine Sonship. But in this they have gone contrary to the judgment of the 
churches of Christ in all ages; and they would certainly have been ranked among heretics in 
the-first and purest times of the primitive church, as Bishop Bull has largely and most satis- 
factorily shown in his “Judgment of the Catholic Church;” nor would their professions of 
faith in the Divinity of Christ have secured them from the suspicion of being allies in some 


-- (4) Many interpreters understand by “the PowER oF THE HIGHEST,” which overshadowed the Virgin, 
the second person of the Trinity, who then took part of our nature. See Wolfii Cur. in loc. Most of them, 
however, refer both clauses to the Holy Spirit. But still, if the reason why the “holy thing,” which was to 
be born of Mary, derived its special and peculiar sanctity from the personal union of the Divinity with the 
manhood, the reason of its being called the Son of God willbe found rather in that to which the humanity was 
thus united than in itself. The remarks of Professor Kidd, in his “ Dissertation on the Eternal Sonsl ip of 
Christ,” are also worthy consideration. “Our Lord’s human nature had never subsistence by itself.’ a hat 
nature never had personality of itself” ‘Hence our Lord is the Son of God, with respect to his Disgoe 
nature, which alone was capabie of Sonship. The question to be decided is, what object was termed the Son 
of God? Was it the human nature considered by itself? Thisit could not be, seeing that the humanity never 
existed by itself, without inhering in the Divinity. Was it the humanity and Divinity, when united, are 
in consequence of their union, obtained this as a mere appellation? e apprehend that it was not. e 


‘conceive, that the peculiarly appropriate name of our Lord’s Divine person is Son of God—that his person 


was not passe by the assumption of humanity, and that it is his eternal person, in the complex natures of 
Divinity and humanity, which is denorsinated Son of God.” 
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mental tru “But, though the Sonship of Christ may be denied by some who hold his 
Divinity -y do not car t their own views into their logical conclusions, or it would appear 
that th ations of the Teneo greatly differ, im consequence, from those which are held by 


the believers in this docttine; and that on a point, connfessedly~ fmdamental, eaey 


points of great moment are involved in the denial or maintenance of the doctrine in q 
1. The loose and general manner in which many passages of Scripture, which speak of 
Christ as a Son,-must be explained by those who deny the Divine Filiation of Christ, seems 
to sanction principles of interpretation which would be highly dangerous, or rather absolutely 
fatal, if generally applied to the Scriptures. 3 
2. The denial of the Divine Sonship destroys all relation among the persons of the Godhead ; 
for no other relation of the hypostases.are mentioned in Scripture, save those which are expressed 
by paternity, filiation, and procession ; every other relation is merely economical; and, these 
natural ‘relations being removed, we must then canceivé-of the Persons in the Godhead as 
perfectly independent of each- other, a viewwhich has a strong tendency to endanger the unity 
of the essence. (5) ; E ae i iF ate. 
3._It is the doctrine of the-Divine paternity only which preserves the Scriptural idea that 
~the Father is the fountain of Deity, and, as such, the first, the original, the principie. Certainly, 
he must have read the Scriptures to little purpose, who does not perceive that this is their 
constant doctrine—that “of him are all things ;” that though the Son is Creator, yet that it 
was “bythe Son” the Father made the worlds; and that, as to the Son, he himself has declared, 
“that he lives by the Father,” and that the Father hath given him to have Lire IN HIMSELF, 
which can only refer to his Divine nature, nothing being the source of life in itself but what ig 
ivine ; a view which is put-out of all doubt by the declaration, that by the gift of the Father, 
the Son hath life in himself, “as the Father hath life in himself” But ae the essential 


_ paternity of the Father and the correlative filiation of the Son are denied, these Scriptural 


representations have no foundation in fact, and are incapable of interpretation. ‘The term 

Son at once preserves the Scriptural character of: the Father, and sets up an everlasting 
ier against the Arian heresy: of inferiority of essenge 3 for, as Son, he must be of the same 

essence as the Father. : : a 

4. The Scriptural doctrines of the perfect rquaxirr of the Son, so that he is truly God, 
equal in glory and perfection to the Father, being of the same nature; and, at the’same time, 
the SUBORDINATION of the Son to the Father, so that-he should be capable of being “sent,” are 
only to be equally maintained by the doctrine of the Divine Sonship. . According to those 
who deny this doctrine, the Son might as well be the first a& the second Person in the-God- 
head ; and the Father the second as well as the first. "The Father might have been sent by 

(5) “ According“to the opinion of the ancients, which is also the voice of common sense, if there were two 
unbegotten or independent principles in the Divinity, the consequence would be, that not only the Father 
would be deprived of his reeminence, being of and from himself alone; but also, that there would necessarily 
betwo Gods. On the other hand, supposing the subordination, by which the, Father is God of himself, and 
the Son God of God, the doctors have thought both the Father's preéminence and the Divine monarchy 
safe."—Bishop Bull. - 

“ As itis admitted, that there are three persons in the Godhead, these three must exist, either independently 
of each other, or in related states. If they exist independently of each other, they are, then, each an inde- 
pendent Person, and may act independently and separately from the rest ; Consequently, there would be three 
independent and separate Deities existing in the Divine essenee.’”—Kidd. ~ — 

The orthodox faith keeps us at the utmost distance from this error. “The FB: er,” says Bishop Bull, “is 
the principle of the Son and. Holy Spirit, and both are propagated from him by an interior production, 
not an external one, Hence it is, that théy ate not only of the Father, but in him, and the Father in them ; 
and that one Person cannot be separate from another in the Holy Trinity, as three human persons, or three 
other subjects of the same species, are Separate. This kind of existing in, if I may so say, our diyines call 
cireumincession, because by itsame things are very much distinguished from one another without separation ; 
are in, and, as it were, penetrate one another, without confausion.”—Judement of the Catholic Church: 
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are the following: 


a 


. “First, from John v, 18, and x, 33, it is apparent, that Jesus Christ had spoken in such a 
manner to the Jews, that they either understood or believed ‘that nothing less than this was 


spoken by Christ, that he attributed to himself something greater than could be attributed to 
a. human being,” &c. After proceeding ‘to elucidate these two passages at some length, — 
Episcopius adds, * yee paw , 

The second reason is, it is certain the charity and love of God is amazingly elevated and 
extolled, by which he sent his own and only-begotten Son into the world, and thus gave him 
up, even to the death of the cross, to save sinners, who are the sons'of God’s wrath.—(John 
iil; 16; Rom. v, 10, and vin, 32; 1 John iv, 9, 10.) But if the only-begotten Son of God has 
no signification except Jesus with regard to his humanity and his being born of a virgin, the rea- 
son is not so apparent why this love should be so amazingly enhanced, as it is when God’s 
only-begotten Son signifies the Son who was begotten of the Father before all ages. For that Son, 
who was born’ of the virgin Mary, was born of her for this very purpose—that he might be 
delivered to death for sinners. But what preéminence of Jove is there in the fact of God 
delivering this, his Son, to death, whom it was his will to be born of Mary, and to be con- 
ceived of his Holy Spirit, with the intention that he should die for sinners? But if you form 
a conception of the Son of God, who was begotten ‘of his Father before (ante secula) all worlds ; 
whom it was not compulsory to send into the world, and who was under no obligation to be- 
come man; whose dignity was greater than allowed him to be involuntarily sent or to come 
into flesh, much less that he should be delivered to death; nay, who, as the only-begotten and 
sole Son, appeared dearer to the Father than to be thrust out from him into this misery. When 
you have formed this conception in your mind, then will the spleridour and glory of the Divine 
eharity and love toward.the human race shine forth with the greater intensity.” (6) 

To the doctrine of our Lord’s eternal Sonship sonie objections have been made, drawn from 
the supposed reason and nature of things; but they admit'of an easy answer. ‘The first is, 
“Tf the Son be of the Father in any way whatsoever, there must have been a commencement 
of his existence.” To this objection the following is a satisfactory answer: 

“As sure, they are ready to argue, as every effect is posterior to its eause, so must Christ 
have been posterior to that God of whom he 1s the effect, or emanation, or offspring, or Son, 
or image, or by whatever other name you please to call him. Hence a Socinian writer says, 
‘The invention of men has been long enough upon the rack to prove, in opposition to common 
sense and reason, that an eflect niay be coéternal with the unoriginate cause that produced 
it. But the proposition has mystery and falsehood written in its forehead, and is only fit to 
be joined with transubstantiation, and other mysteries of the same nature.’ “If these terms 
are properly taken; it will be found, that though every effect may be said to be posterior to its 
cause, It is merely in the order of nature, and ‘not of time; and, in point of fact, every effect, 
properly so calléd, is coéxistent with its cause, and must, of necessity, exactly answer to it, 
both in magnitude and’ duration; so that an actually infinite and eternal cause implies an 
actually infinite and eternal effect. 

“Many seem to imagine, as the words, cause and effect, must. be placed one after the other, 
and the thing intended by the latter is different from what is meant by the former, that, there- 
fore, a cause must precede its effect, at least some very short time. But they ought to 
consider, that if any ee be a cause, it is a cause. It cannot be a cause and the cause of 
nothing; no, not for the least conceivable space of time. Whatever effect it may produce. 
hereafter, it is not the actual cause of it till it is actually in being; nor can it be in the very 
nature of things. 


(6) Episcopii Inst, Theol. 
36 
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_ “Now, suppose I should call the Son-of God the infinite and eternal effect of an infinite and 
eternal cause; however the terms of the proposition might be cavilled with, and however _ 
sophistry avail itself of the imperfection of human language and the ambiguity of words to’ 
puzzle the subject, in the sense in-which I take the terms, cause and effect, the proposition is 
true, and cannot be successfully controverted. And though I would by no means affect such 
language, yet I should be justified in its use by the early orthodox writers of the church, both 
Greek and Latin, (7) who do not hesitate to call the Father the cause of the Son; though the 
Latins generally preferred using the term principium, which, in such a connection, is of the 
same import as cause. Nor can we consider the following words of our blessed Redeemer in 
any other view: ‘I live by the Father,’ John vi, 5¢, and ‘As the Father hath life in him- 
self, so hath he given to the Son to have life in himself, John v, 26. Such language can 
never be understood of the mere humanity of Christ. When the early ecclesiastical writers 
used the terms in question, it was not with the most distant intention of intimating any inferi- 
ority of nature in the Son, . And when they called him ‘God of God,’-they never meant to 
represent him as a creature. Therefore, it was added to the expression, in the Nicene Creed, 
‘Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten, not made, being of one substance,’ or nature, 
‘with the Father and the Maker of all things.” They neither confound the persons, nor divide 
the substance of the Godhead. And we shall soon see that, in this, they followed the obvious 
and undoubted meaning of the Word of God. ‘Fhey made use of the very best terms they 
could find in human language, to explain the truth of God, in a most important article of faith, 
and to defend it against the insidions attacks of heresy. And if those who affect to despise 
them would study their writings with candour, they would find that, though they were men, 
and as such liable to err, they were great men, and men who thought as well as wrote; who 
thought deeply: on the things of God, and did not speak at random. 

“Some persons think they reduce the doctrine, in question, to an absurdity, by saying, ‘If 
the Father generate the Son, he must either be always generating him, or an instant must be 
supposed when, his generation was completed. On the former supposition, the Son is and 
must ever remain imperfect, and, in fact, ungenerated ; on the latter, we must allow that he 
cannot be eternal.’ No one can talk in this manner, who has not first confounded time with. 
eternity, the creature with the Creator ; beings whose existence, and modes, and relations are 
swallowed up and lost in the Divine eternity and immensity with him who is, in all essential 
respects, eternal and infinite. The orthodox maintain that the Son of God is what he is from 
everlasting, as well as the Father. His generation no more took pees in any imaginary point 
of eternity. than it took place in time. Indeed all duration, which is commenced, is time, and 
time it must ever remain. ‘Though it may never end, it can never be actual eternity ; nor can 
any being, whose existence has commenced, ever become actually etemal. The thing implies 
a contradiction in terms. bras pat 

“The nature of God is perfect from everlasting ; and the generation of the Son of God was 
uo voluntary and successive act of God, but something essential to the Godhead, and therefore 
natural and eternal. We may illustrate this great subject, though we can never fully com- 

‘ prehend it. All natural agents, as we call them, act or operate uniformly and necessarily. If 
they should change their action or operation, we should immediately infer a change of their 
nature. For their existence, in a certain state, implies that action or operation. They act 
or operate by, what we call, a necessity of nature, or, as any plain uneducated man would 
express himself, it is their nature soto do. Thus the fountain flows. Thus the sun shines. 
Thus the mirror reflects whatever is before it. No sooner did the fountain exist, in its natural 
state, than it flowed. Wo sooner did the sun exist, in its natural state, than it shone. No 
sooner did the mirror exist, in its natural state, than it reflected the forms placed before it. 
These actions or operations are all successive, and are measured by time, because the things 
from whence they result exist in time, and their existence is necessarily successive. But. had 
the fountain existed from everlasting, in its natural state, from everlasting it must have flowed. 
Had the sun so existed, so it must have shone. Had the mirror so existed, so it- must have 
reflected whatever was before it. The Son of God is.no voluntary effect of the Father’s power 
and wisdom, like the created universe, which once did not exist, and might never have existed, 
and must, necessarily, be ever confined within the bounds of time and space: he is the natural’ 
and necessary, and therefore the eternal and infinite birth of the Divine fecundity, the bound- 
less overflow of the eternal fountain of all existence and perfection, the infinite splendour of 
the eternal sun, the unspotted mirror and complete and adequate image, in whom may be 
seen all the fulness of the Godhead. This places the orthodox faith at an equal distance from 
the Sabellian and Arian heresies, and will ever make that distance absolute y infinite. This 
is no figure of speech, but a most sober truth.” (8) . 

In the eloquent, and forcible passage just quoted, the opposition betwixt a necessary and a 
voluntary effect is to be understood of arbitrary will; for, otherwise, the ancients scrupled not to 
say, that the generation of the Son was with the will of the Father; some, that he could not but 
eternally will it, as being eternally good ; others, that, since the will of God is God himself, as 


3 es Bull’s Defensio Fidei Nicaenae, and the notes of Bishop Pearson’s most excellent work on-the 
reed. 


(8) France’a Three Discourses on the Person of Christ. 
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much as the wisdom of God is God himself, whatever is the fruit and product of God, is the fruit 
and product of his will, wisdom, &c;, and so the Son, being the perfect image of the Father, is 
substance of substance, wisdom of wisdom, will of will, as he is light of light, and God of God, ' 
which is St. Austin’s doctrine. That the generation of the Son may be by necessity of nature, 
without excluding the concurrence or approbation of the will, in the sense of consent, approbation, 
and acquiescence, is shown by Dr. Waterland, in his “ Defence of Queries,” and to that the reader 
whe is curious in such distinctions is referred. They are distinctions, however, the Subtlety 
of which will often be differently apprehended by different minds, and they aré, therefore, 
scarcely-allowable, except when used defensively, and to silence an opposer who resorts to 
subtleties for the propagation of error. The sure rock is the testimony of Go, which admits 
of no other consistent interpretation taan that ‘above given. This: being established, the 
incomprehensible and mystérious considerations, connected with the doctrine, must be left 
among those deep things of God which, in the present state at least, we are not able to search 
and fathom. For this reason, the attempts which have been made to indicate, though faintly, 
the manner of the generation of the Son are not to be commended. Some of. the Platonizi 
fathers taught, that the existence of the Son flowed necessarily from the Divine intellect exerte 
on itself. The schoolmen agitated the question, whether the Divine generation was effected by 
intellect or by will. - The Father begetting a Son, the exact counterpart and equal of himself, 
by contemplating and exerting his intelligence upon himself, is the view advocated by some 
divines, both of the Romish and Protestant communions. Analogies have also been framed 
between the generation of the Son by the Father and the mind’s generation of a conception of 
itself in thought. Some of these speculations are almost obsolete; others continue to this day. 
It ought, however, to be observed, that they are wholly unconnected with the fact, as it is 
stated, authoritatively and doctrinally stated, in Scripture. These are atmospheric halos about’ 
the sun of revelation, which, in truth, are the product of a lower region, though they may seem 
to surround the orb itself. Of these notions Zanchius has, well observed, “As we have no 
proof of these from the word of God, we must reject them as rash and vain, that. is, if the 
thing be positively asserted so to be.” Indeed, we may ask, with the prophet, “ Who shall. 
disclose his GENERATION 2” On this subject Cyril of Jerusalem. wisely says, “Believe, indeed, 
that God has a Son; but to know how this is possible be not curious. : Kor if thou searchest, 
thou shalt not find. ‘Therefore, elevate not thyself, (in the attempt,) lest thou fall. Be care- 
ful to understand those things alone which are delivered to thee as commands. First, dediare 
to me who is the Father, and then thou wilt acknowledge the Son. But if thou canst not — 
ascertain (cognoscere) the nature of the Father, display no curiosity about knowing the mode 
of the Son. With regard to thyself, it is sufficient for all the purposes of godliness to know, 
that God has ‘one only Son.” 

Proved then, as I think it irrefragably is, by Scripture testimony, that the title “Son or 
Gop” contains a revelation of the divinity of our Lord, as 4 person of the same nature and 
essence with the Father, we may proceed to another of the most emphatic and celebrated 
appellations of our blessed Saviour—* Tur Worp.” 

Under this title our Saviour is abruptly announced in the introduction to St. John’s Gospel, 
for that he is intended cannot be a matter of doubt. In the 5th verse, “the Word” is called 
“the Light.” In verse 7, John Baptist is, said to bear witness of that “Light.” Again, in 
verse 14, the Word is said to have been made flesh, and to have dwelt among us; and, in 
verse 15, that “ John bears witness of him.” “The Word” and “the Light,” to whom John 
bears witness, are names, therefore, of the same Being; and that Being is, in verse 17, declared 
to be Jesus Christ. (9) pee a ) 

The manner in which St. John commences his Gospel is strikingly different from the intro- 
ductions to the histories of Christ by the other Evangelists; and no less.striking and peculiar 
+s the title under which he announces himn—‘Tue Worn.” It has, therefore, been a subject 
of much inquiry and discussion, from whence this Evangelist drew the use of this appellation, 
and what reasons led him, as though intending to solicit particular attention, to place it at the 
very head of his Gospel. That it was for the purpose of establishing an express opinion, as to 
the personal character of him whom it is used to designate, is made more than probable from 
the predominant character of the whole Gospel, which is more copiously do¢trifial, and con- 
tains a record more full of what Jesus “said,” as well as “did than the others. 

__ As to the source from which the term “Locos” was drawn by the Apostles, some have held 
it to be taken from the Jewish Scriptures; others, from the Chaldee paraphrases ; others, from 
Philo and the Hellenizing Jews. The most natural conclusion certainly appears to be, that, 
as St. John was a plain, “unlearned” man, chiefly conversant in the Holy Scriptures, he 
derived this term from the sacred-books of his own nation, in which the Hebrew phrase Dabar 
Jehovah, the Word of Jehovah, frequently occurs in passages which must be understood to 
speak of a personal Word, and which phrase is rendered doyos kuptov by the Septuagint inter- 
preters. Certainly, there is not the least evidence in his writings, or in his traditional history, 

(9) “ Per roy Noyov intelligi Christum, caret dubio, Nam vy. 6, 7, Scriptor dicit, Joannem Baptistam dehoc 
Aoyw testimonium dixisse; constat autem eum de Christo dixisse testimonium; et v. 14, sequiter, Aoyov 
hominen esse factum, et Apostolos hujus \eyov, hominis facti, vidisse dignitatem ; atqui Christ majestatem 
quotidie oculis videbant.”—Rosenmuller. , 
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that he ever acqua J himself with Philo or with Plato; and none, therefore, that he borrowed 


the term from them, or used it in any sense approaching to or suggested by these refinements: 

—in the writings of. ul there are allusions to poets and philosophers; in those of St. John, 
none. We have already seen, that the Hebrew Scriptures contain frequent intimations of a 
distinction of per in Godhead: that one of these ‘Divine Persons is called J HOVAH ; 
and, though reaalieatly represented as existing distinct from the Father, is yet arrayed with 
attributes of divinity, and was acknowledged by the ancient Jews to be, in the highest sense, 
“their God,” the God with whom, through all their history, they chiefly “had to do.” This 
Divine Person we have already, proved to have been spoken of by the Prophets as the future 
Christ ; wehave shown, too; that the Evangelists and Apostles represent Jesus as that Divine 
Person of the Prophets; and, if in the writings of the Old Testament, he is also called “THE 

Worp,” the application of this term.to our Lord is naturally accounted for. It will then - 
appear to be a theological not a philosophic appellation, and one which, previously even to the 
time of the. Apostle, had been stamped with the authority of inspiration. It is not, indeed, 
frequently used in the Old Testament, which may account for its not being adopted as a pro- 
minent title of Christ by the other Evangelists and Apostles; but that, notwithstanding this in- 
frequency, itis thus used-by St. John has a sufficient reason, which shall be presently adduced. 
In Genesis xv, 1, we are told, that “the Worp of the Lord came unto Abram in.a vision, 
saying, Fear not, Abram: I am thy shield and thy exceeding great reward.” Here the Worp 
of the Lord is the speaker—“ the Word came—saying :” a mere word may be spoken or said ; 
but a personal Word only can say, “Zam thy shield.” "The pronoun J refers to the whole 
phrase “the Word of Jehovah ;” and, if a personal Word be not understood, no person. at all 
is mentioned by whom this message is conveyed, and whom Abram in reply, invokes as 
“Lorp Gov.” The same construction is seen in Psalm xviii, 30, “The Word of the Lord is 
tried; he is a buckler to all that trust in him.” Here the pronouns refer to “ TH Worp of the 
Lord,” in the first clause; nor is there any thing in the context to lead us to consider the 
Word mentioned to be a grammatical word, a verbal communication of the will of another, in 
opposition to a personal Word. ‘This passage is, indeed, less capable of beingexplained, on 
the supposition of an ellipsis, than that in Genesis. In this personal sense, also, 1 Sam. iii, 21, 
can only be naturally interpreted. ‘And the Lord appeared again in Shiloh; for the Lord 
revealed (showed) himself to Samuel.in Shiloh, by raz Worp or THE Lorp.” . Here it is 
first declared, that the Lord appeared; then follows the manner of his‘appearance, or mani~ 
festation, “by the Word of the Lord.” In what manner could he appear, except by his per- 
sonal Word in vision? Again,.a comparison of two passages will make it probable, that the 
personal Worn is intended in some passages, and was so understood by the ancient Jews, 
where there are no marked circumstances of construction to call our attention to it. - In 2Sam. 
vii, 21, we find, “For thy Worp’s sake, and according to thine own heart, hast thou done all 
these things,” But in the parallel passage in 1 Chron, xvii, 19, it is read, “O Lord, for thy 
SERVANT’s sake, and according to thine own heart, hast thou done all this greatness.” Servant 
is, unquestionably, an Old ‘Testament appellation of Messiah; and not a few passages might 
e@ ad luced, where the phrases “for thy servant’s sake,” “for thy name’s sake,”-indicate a 
ial character vested in some exalted and Divine Personage. The comparison of these 


- two passages, however, is sufficient to show, that a personal character is given to the Word 


mentioned in the former. ; 3 . 
All that has been said by opposing criticism, upon these and a few other passages in which 
the phrase occurs, amounts. to-no«more than tha& they may be otherwise interpreted, by 
considering them as elliptical expressions. The sense above given is, however, the natural 
and obvious one; and, if it also accounts better for the frequent use of the terms “Word,” 
“Word of the Lord,” among the ancient Jewish writers, this is an additional reason why it 
should be. preferred. \ The Targumists use it with great eoreney and, should we even 
suppose Philo and: the Helleristic Jews to have adopted the term Logos from Plato and the 


Greeks, yet the favouritism of that term, so to speak, and the higher attributes of glory ‘and 


divinity with which they invest their Logos, is best accounted for by the correspondence of 
this term with one which they had found before, not only among their own interpreters, but 
in the sacred “writings themselves. ; ‘are 

Reference has been made to the Targums, and they are in farther evidence of the theological 
origin of this appellation. 'The Targums, or Chaldee paraphrases of the Old Testament, were 
composed for the use of the common people among the Jews, who, after their return from 
captivity, did not understand the original Hebrew. "They were read in the synagogues every 
Sabbath day, and with the phrases they contain all Jews would, of course, be familiar. Now, 


"In such of these paraphrases as are extant, so frequently does the phrase “the Word of Jehovah” 


oceur, that in almost every place where Jehovah 1s mentioned in the Old Testament, as holding 
any intercourse with men, this circumlocution is used. “The Lord created man in his own 
image,” is, in the Jerusalem Targum, ‘The Word of Jehovah created man.” “Adam and 
Eve heard the voice of the Lord God,” is paraphrased, “they heard the voice of the Word 
of the Lord God.” “The Lord thy God, he it is that goeth before thee,” is, m the Targum, 
“Jehovah thy God, his Word goeth before thee.” The.'Targumists read, for “I am thy shield,” 
Gen. xv, 1, “My Word is thy shield ;” for “Israel shall be saved in the Lord,” Isa. xly, 17, 
“by the Word of the Lord ;” for “I am with thee,” Jer. i, 8, “My Word is with thee;” and 
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in Psalm ex, 1; instead of “the Lord said unto my Lord,” they read, “the Lord said unto his 
Word;” and soina great number of places. 5 5 ee Ta See 

The Socinian answer is, that this is an idiom of the Chaldee language 
of a person is merely synonymous to himself.” It must certainly be allowed, that the Memra 
of the Chaldee paraphrasts has not in every case a personal ae nor, indeed, has Logos, or 
Word by which it may be translated; but, as the latter is capable of peices in a personal 
serise, so is the former ; and, if passages can be found in the Targums where it is evident that 
it is used personally and as distinct from God the Father, and: cannot, without absurdity, be 
supposed to be used otherwise, the objection is fully invalidated... This has, I think, been very 
satisfactorily proved. So in one of the above instances, ““They heard the voice o the Word 
of the Lord God walking in the garden.” Here walking is, undoubtedly, the attribute of a 
person, and not of a mere:voice ; and. that the person referred to is not the Father, appears from 
the author, Tzeror Hammor, who makes this observation on the place, “Before they sinned 
they saw the glory of the blessed God speaking with him, that is with God; but after their 
sin they only heard the voice walking.” A trifling remark; but sufficient to show that the 
Jewish expositor's considered the voice as a distinct person from God. : 

The words of Elijah, 1 Kings xviii, 24, “Iwill call on the name of the Lord,” &c, are thus 
paraphrased by Jonathan: “I will pray in the name of the Lord, and he shall send his Word.” 

he paraphrast could not refer-to any message from God: for it was not an answer by word, 
but by fire, that Elijah expected. It has never been pretended, either by Socinians, or by the 
orthodox, that God the Father is said to be sent. If there be but one Divine Person, by whom 
is he sent? - ’ - ates siahdos : 

We learn, from Gen. xvi, 7, &c, that “the Angel of the Lord found Hagar by a fountain of 
water ;” that he said, “I will multiply thy seed exceedingly,” and that “she called the name of 
JeHovan that spake to her, Thou God seest me.” It is evident, that Hagar considered the per- 
son who addressed her as Divine. Philo asserts that it was the Word who appeared to her. 
Jonathan gives the same view. “She confessed before the Lord Jzenovau, whose Word had 
spoken to her.” ‘With this the Jerusalem Targum agrees: “She confessed and prayed to the 
‘Word of the Lord who had-appeared to her.” It is in vain to say, in the Socinian sense that 
God himself is here meant, For the paraphrasts must have known, from the text, that the 
person spoken of is called an angel. If the Father be meant, how is he called an angel? 

“They describe the Word as a Mediator. It is said, Deut. iv, 7, ‘ For what nation ts there so 
great, who hath God so nigh unto them as thé Lord our God is in all things that we call upon him 
for? Jonathan gives the following paraphrase of the passage: ‘God is near in the name of 
the Word of the Lord.’ Again, we find this paraphrase on Hos. iv, 9, ‘God will receive the 
prayer of Israel by his Word, and haye merey upon them, and will make them by his Word 
like a beautiful fig tree.’ And on Jer. xxix, 14, ‘I will be sought by you in my Word, and I 
will be inquired of through you by my Word.’ According to the Jerusalem Targum on Gen. 
xxi, 33, Abraham at Beersheba ‘prayed in the name of the Word of the Lord, the God of the 
world.” But it is inconceivable, that the paraphrasts did not here mean to describe the Word 
asa Mediator ; especially as we know that the ancient Jews, when supplicating God, entreated 
that he would ‘look on the face of his anointed? ? 

“They speak of atonement as made by this Memra. On Deut. xxxii, 43, Jonathan observes, 
‘God will atone by his Word for his land, and for his people, even a people saved by the 
Word of the Lord.’ 

“They describe the Memra as a Redeemer, and sometimes as the Messiah. These words, 
Gen. xlix, 18, ‘I have waited for thy salvation,’ are thus paraphrased in the Jerusalem Targum: 
‘Our father Jacob said thus, My soul expects not the redemption of Gideon the son of Joash, 
which is a temporary salvation ; nor the redemption of Samson, which is a transitory salva- 
tion; but the redemption which thou didst promise should come through thy Memra to thy 
people. This salvation my soul waits for.” In the blessing of Judah (ver. 10-12) particular 
mention is made of the King Messiah. ‘It is a striking proof that by the Memra they meant 
him who was to appear as the Messiah, that in the Targum of Jonathan, verse 18, is thus 
rendered: ‘Our father Jacob said, I do not expect the deliverance of Gideon the son of Joasa, 
which is a temporal salvation; nor that of Samson the son of Manoah, which is a transient 
salvation. But I expect the redemption of the Messiah the son of David, who shall come to 
gatlfer to himself the children of Israel,’ It is evident that the one paraphrast has copied from 
the other: and as the one puts Messiah for Memra, it cannot well be denied that they had 
considered both terms as denoting the same person. 

“They describe this Memra'as only-begotten, and, in this character, as the Creator. That 
remarkable verse, Gen. ili, 22, ‘The Lord'God said, Behold, the man is become as one of us,’ 18 
paraphrased in a very singular manner: ‘The Word of the Lord said, Behold, Adam whom 
I have created, is the only-begotten in the world, as I am the Only-begotten in the highest 
heavens.” The language here ascribed to the Memra, with what reference to the text avails 
not in the present inquiry, is applicable to a person only ; and it will not be pretended by our 
opponents, that it can apply tothe Father. The person intended was believed to be ‘the only- 
begotten Word. How nearly does this language approach to that of inspiration! ‘In the 
beginning was the Word. All things were made by him. We beheld his glory, the glory as of the 
Only-begotten of the Father, John 3, 1, 3, " 
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“Jf therefore, the paraphrasts describe the Memra as one sent, as a Mediator, as one by 
whom atonement is made, as a Redeemer and the Messiah, and as only-begotten ; it is unde- 
niable that they do not mean God the Father. If, notwithstanding, they ascribe personal and 
Divine characters to the Word, they must mean a distinct person in the Divine essence.” (1) 

The same personality and the same distinction we find in the passage, “God e to Abi- 
melech ;” in the Targum, “his Word came from the face of God to Abimelech.” ~ Equally 
express is the personal distinction in Psalm cx, 1, ‘Jehovah said unto his Word, Sit thou at 
my right hand.” Here the Word cannot be the Jehovah that speaks, and a person only could 
sit at his right hand. This passage, too, proves that the ancient J ews applied the term Word 
to the Messiah ; for, as we may learn from our Lord’s conversation with the Pharisees, it was 
a received opinion that this passage was spoken of the-Messiah. __ ; 

Now, as some of the Targums still extant are older than the Christian era, and contain the 
interpretations of preceding paraphrases now lost; and as there is so constant an agreement 
among them in the use of this.-phrage, we can be at no loss to discover the source whence St. 
John derived the appellative Logos. He had found it in the Hebrew. Scriptures, and he had 
heard it, in the Chaldee paraphrases, read in the synagogues, by which it was made familiar 
to every Jew. Dr. P. Smith, in his Scripture Testimony, hesitates as to the personal sense 
of the Memra of the Chaldean paraphrasts, and inclines to consider it as used in the sense of 
a reciprocal pronoun, denoting, in its usual application to the Divine Being, God his very self. 
On this supposition it is, however, impossible to’ interpret some of the passages above. given. 

Its primary import, he says, “is that, whatever it may be, which is the mepium of communhi- 
“cating the mind and intentions of one person to another.” The Jews of the same age, or a 
little after, and Philo, he admits, used the term Word with a personal reference, for such “an 
extension and reference of the term would flow from the primary signification, a MEDYrUM of 
rational communication ;” but if Philo and those Jews thus extended the primary meaning of 
this word, why might not the Chaldee paraphrasts extend it before them? ‘They did not 
invent the term, and affix to it its primary meaning. They found it in the Chaldee tongue, 
as we find Word in English; and that they sometimes use it in its primary sense is no proof 
at all that they did not use it also.in a personal or extended one. ‘That a second Jehoveh is 
mentioned in the Hebrew Scriptures, as the medium of communication with men, cannot be 
denied, and Memra would, therefore, be, according to this explanation of its primary meaning, 
a most fit term to express his person and office. It is also a strong evidence in favour of the 
personal sense of this term, that “ Maimonides himself, anxious as he was to obscure all those 
passages of Scripture that imply a Divine plurality, and to conceal eyery evidence of the Jews 
aving eyer held this doctrine, had not boldness enough to assert, that with the Chaldee 
interpreters, the Word of God was merely ‘synonymous to God’ himself, He knew that the 
Targums afforded such unquestionable evidence of the introduction of a distinct person under 
this designation, that every one of his countrymen who was in the least acquainted with them, 
would give him the lie. Therefore he finds himself reduced to the miserable shift of pretend- 
ing that, when the paraphrasts speak of the Word of the Lord, and use this expression where 
the name of God occurs in the original, they mean to describe a created angel,” (2) 

“Upon the whole, then,” says Dr. Laurence; “how are we to determine the sense of this 
singular phrase? Although we consider it neither as a reciprocal, nor as iitended to desig- 
nate the Second Person in the Trinity, who, becoming mcarnate, lived and died for'us, (of 
which, perhaps, the Targumists themselves might have had, at best, but indistinct or even 
incorrect ideas,) yet may we, most probably, regard it, in its general use, as indicative of a 
Divine Person. That it properly means the Word of the Lord, or his will declared by a verbal 
communication, and that it is sometimes literally so taken, cannot be denied. But it seems 
impossible to consult the numerous passages, where personal characteristics are attributed to 
it, and to conceive, that it does not usually point out a real person. “Whether the Targumist 
contemplated this hypostatical word as a true subsistence in the Divine nature, or as a distinct 
emanation of Deity, it may be useless to inquire, because we are deficient in data adequate ta 
& complete decision of the question.” (3) a 

Philo and the philosophic Jews may, therefore, be well spared in the inquiry as to the source 
from whence St. John derives the appellative Logos, Whether the:Logos of Philo be a per- 
sonified attribute or a person has been much disputed, but is of little consequence on this point. 
It may, however, be observed, that, as the evidence predominates in favour of the persontility 
of the Logos of Philo, in numerous passages of his writings, this will also show, that not only 

“the Jewish writers, who composed the paraphrases, and the common people among the Jews, 
m consequence of the Targums being read in the synagogues, but also those learned men who 
addicted themselves to the study of the Greek philosophy, were familiar with the idea of a 
Logos as a person distinct from God, yet invested with Divine attributes and performing Divine 
works. ‘The question as to Philo is not whether he sometimes ‘speaks of a personified Logos, 
that is, of an attribute or conception of God, arrayed in poetic personal properties: this is 


= 


(1) Jamieson’s Vindication. : : : 

(2) Et fuit Verbum Domini ad me, &c. Fieri quoque potest meo judicio ut Onkelos per vocem Elohim, 
Angelum intellexerit, &c.—More Nevochim, par. i, c. 27, p. 33. : 

(3) Dissertation. re 
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granted; but whether he also speaks of a Logos, who is a real and a Divine person. Now, 
when he calls this Logos God, a second God, the Son of God, the First-begotten, the beloved 
Sen; speaks of him as superior to angels, as the Creator of the world, as seeing all things, as 
the Governor and Sustainer, as a Messenger, as the Shepherd of the flook ; of men being freed 
from their sins by him, as the true High Priest, as a Mediator, and in other similar and personal. 
terms, which may all be verified by consulting his writings, or the selections given in Kidd’s 
Demonstration, Allix’s Ji udement, Bryant’s-Philo, Laurence’s Dissertation, and other works ; 
he cannot, by any possibility of construction, be supposed to personify the mere attribute of 
the Reason or Wisdom of God, or any conception and operation of the Divine Intellect. This 
may be the only Logos of Plato; for, though the Christianized Platonists, of a lower period, 
used this term in a personal sense, there is but slender evidence to conclude, that Plato used 
it as the name of a person distinct from Ged. Certain it is, that the Logos of Philo is arrayed 


in personal characters which are not found in the writings of Plato; a fact which will with . 


great difficulty be accounted for, upon the supposition that the Jewish. philosopher borrowed 
his notions from the Greek. Philo says, that “the Father has bestowed upon this Prince of 
angels his most ancient Logos, that he'should stand as a Mediator, to judge between the crea- 
ture and the Creator. He, therefore, intercedes with him, who is immortal, in behalf of mor- 
tals; and, on the-other hand, he acts the part of an ambassador, bemg sent from the supreme 
King to-his subjects. And this gift. he so willingly accepts, as to glory in it, saying, I have 
stood between God and you, being neither wnbegotten as God, nor begotten like mortals, but 


one in the middle, between two extremes, acting the part of a hostage with both; with the . 


Creator, as a pledge that he will never be provoked to destroy or desert the world, so as t 
suffer it to run into confusion; and, with creatures, to give them this certain hope, that God, 
being reconciled, will never cease to take care of his own'workmanship. For I proclaim peace 
to the creation from that God who removes war and introduces and preserves peace for ever.” 
Now, when he expresses himself in this manner, who can reconcile this to a mere personifica- 
tion from the Greek philosophy? or suppose that Philo obtained from that, ideas so evan- 
gelical, that, were there not good evidence that he was not acquainted with Christianity, we 
should rather conceive of him as of “a scribe,” so far as this passage goes, “well instructed” 
in the kingdom of heaven? Even Dr. Priestley acknowledges that Philo “made a much more 
substantial personification of the Logos than any of the proper Platonists had done.” (4)  Sub- 
stantial, indeed, it is; for, although, in some passages, in the vigour of his discursive and 
allegorizing genius, “he enshrines his Logos behind such a veil of fancy, that we can scarcely 
discern his person in the Sanctuary,” yet m the above, and:many other passages, ‘“‘he draws 
aside the veil and shows him to us in his full proportions.” (5) For what conceivable attribute: 
of Deity, or ideal thing whatever, could any writer; allegorist as he might be, not insanely 
raving, call “Prince of angels,” ‘“ Mediator,” “Intercessor,” “neither unbegotten as God, nor 
begotten like mortals,” ‘‘an Ambassador” sent from God to men, interposing between an 
offended God to restrain his anger and to give “peace” to the world? Who could speak of 
these attributes or idealities in language anticipatory of an incarnation, as “a man of God, 
immortal and incorruptible,” as “the man after the image of God,” or ascribe to him a name 
‘Sunspeakable and incomprehensible,” and affirm that he is a “fabricator,” or Creator, and 
“ Divine, who will lie up close to the Father,” exactly where St. John places him, “‘in the 
very bosom of the Father.” For, however mysteriously Philo speaks in other passages, he 
says nothing to contradict these, and they must be taken as they are. They express a real 
personality, and they show, at the same time, that they could not be borrowed from Plato. 
t is not necessary to enter into the question, whether that philosopher ascribed a real per- 
sonality to his Logos or not. If he gives him a real and Divine personality, then the inference 
will be, that he derived his notion from the Jews, or from ancient-patriarchal tradition; and 
it would be most natural for. Philo, finding a personal and Divine Logos in Plato, to enlarge 
the scanty conceptions of the philosopher from the theology of his own country. On the other 
hand, if we suppose the Logos of Plato to be a mere personification, either Philo must have 
' improved it into a réal person, consistent with his own religion; or, sometimes philosophizing 
on a mere personified Logos, and sometimes introducing the personal Logos of his own nation 
and native schools, we have the key to all those passages which would appear inconsistent 
with each other, if interpreted only of one and the same subject, and if he were regarded as 
speaking exclusively either of a personified or a real Logos. “From all the circumstances it 
seems to be the most reasonable conclusion, that the leading acceptation of the Memra. or 
Logos among the Jews of this middle age was to designate an intermediate agent; that, in 
the sense of a Mediator, between God and man, it became a recognised appellation of the 
Messiah ; that the personal doctrine of the Worp was the one generally received, and that the 
conceptual notion which Philo interweaves with the other was purely his own invention, the 
result of his theological philosophy.” (6) E 
As the doctrine of a personal’ Logos was not derived by Philo from Platonism, so his owt 
writings, as decidedly as the reason of the case itself, will show, that the source from which 
he did derive it was the Scriptures and the Chaldee paraphrases, or, in other words, the 
established theology of his nation. . Philo-had not suffered the doctrine of the Hebrew Serip- 


(4) Early Opinions. (5) Whitaker’s Origin of Arianism. (6) Dr. Smith’s Person of Christ. 
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much more ready would it have been to do so, if we had only such a ‘spiritual denomination as 

this, for the second ?- This would certainly have bgen considered by it,.as too unsubstantial 
for distinct personality, and therefore too evanescent for equal Divinity.” (7) ae 
Of the reason of its occasional use by St. John, a satisfactory account may also be given, 
‘The following is a clear abridgment of. the. ampler discussions on this subject which have | 


employed many learned writers. pe: eS . rite + See Saale 
“Not long after the writings of Philo were published, there arose the.Gnosties, a sect, or —| 
rather a multitude of sects, who having learnt. in the same Alexandrian school to blend the 
_ principles of Oriental philosophy with the doctrine of Plato, formed a system-most repugnant 
~ to the simplicity of Christian faith, It is this system which Paul so often sidaoks under the © 
name of ‘false philosophy, strife of words, endless genealogies, science falsely so called.’. "The 
foundation of the Gnostic system was the intrinsic and incorrigible depravity of matter. .U : 
this principle they made a total separation between the spiritual and the material-we | 
Accounting it impossible to educe out of matter'any thing which, was good, they held-that the 
Supreme Being, who presided over the innumerable spirits that were emanations from himself, 
did Beeaaiashis earth, but that a spirit of an inferior nature, yery far removed in character 
as well as in rank from the Supreme Being, formed matter into that order which constitutes — 
the world, and gave life to the different creatures that inhabit. the earth, They-held that this 
inferior spirit was the ruler of the creatures whom he had made, and they considered men, 
whose souls he. imprisoned in earthly tabernacles, as experiencing under his dominion the 
misery which necessarily arose from their connection with matter, and as estranged from the 
knowledge of the true God. Most of the later sects of the Gnostics rejected every part of the 
Jewish law, because the books of Moses gave a view of the creation inconsistent with their, 


(7) Whitaker’s Origin of Atianism,, ; eet 
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-system. But some of the earlier sects, consisting of Alexandrian Jews, incor onatedia ect 
‘rte law with the principles of their system. “They considered the Old Testa gai Diesen: 
sation, as granted by ny uurgus, the maker and ruler of the world, who was neapable, 
from his want of power, of delivering those who received it from the thraldom obit, > and 
they looked for fe glorious messenger, whom the-compassion of the Supreme Being Cie 
e send for the purpose of emancipating the human-race. Those Gnostics who embraced 
Christianity, reseed e Christ as this Messenger, an exalted Eon, who, being in some 
“manner united to the esus, put an end to the dominion of the Demiurgus, and restored 
the souls. of men to co ion with God. It was natural for the Christian Gnostics who had — 
received a Jewish ed to follow the steps of Philo, and the general sense of their « ae 
trymen, in giving the name Logos to the Demiurgus. And as Christos - underst pa. 
the beginning of our Lord’s ministry to be the Greek word equivalent to the Jewish name 
Messiah, there came to be, in their system, a direct opposition between Christos and Logos. 
Th ioe was the maker of the world: Christos was the AZon sent to destroy the tyrauny ~ 
f the Logos. a “ ; , ¥ A 
- “One of the first teachers of this system was Cerinthus. We have not any particular 
account of all the branches of his system; and it is possible that we may ascribe to him some 
_of those tenets by which later sects of Gnostics were discriminated. But we have authority 
_ for saying, that the general principle of the Gnostic scheme.was. openly taught by Cerinthus 
before. the publication of the Gospel of John. The authority is that of Irenaeus, a bishop who 
lived in the second century, who in his youth had heard Eoigeat pie disciple of the Apostle 
John, and who retained the discourses of Polycarp in his memory till his death. There are 
yet extant of the works of Irenaeus, five books which he wrote against heresies, one of the 
most authentic and valuable monuments of theological erudition. In one place of that work 
he says, that Cerinthus taught in Asia that the world was not made by the Supreme God, but 
by a certain power very separate and far removed from the Sovereign of the Universe, and 
ignorant of his nature. | 8) In another place, he says, that John the Apostle wished, by his 
Gospel, to extirpate the error which had been spread among men by Cerinthus; (9) and 
Jerome, who lived in the fourth century, says that John wrote his Gospel at the desire of the 
bishops of Asia, against Cerinthus and other heretics, and chiefly against the doctrines of the 
Ebionites, then springing up, who said, that Christ did not exist before he was born of 


Mar ALY, # ; z ¢ < 
a ee ths tie ld eicce accounts together, it appears to have been the tradition of the 
Christian church, that John, who lived to a great age, and who resided at Ephesus, in pro- 
consular Asia, was moved by the growth of the Gnostic heresies, and by the solicitations of 
the Christian teachers, to bear his testimony to the truth in writing, and particularly to 
recollect those discourses and actions of our Lord, which might furnish the clearest refutation 
of the persons who denied his preéxistence. This tradition is a key to a great part of his 
Gospel. Matthew, Mark, and Luke, had given a detail of those actions of Jesus which are 
the evidences of his Divine mission: of those events in his life upon earth which are most 
interesting to the human race; and of those moral discourses in which the wisdom, the grace, 
and the sanctity of the Teacher, shine with united lustre. Their whole narration implies that 
Jesus was more than man. But as it is distinguished by a beautiful simplicity, which adds 
very much to their credit as historians, they have not, with the exception of a few incidental 
expressions, formally stated the conclusion that Jesus was more than man, but have left the 
Christian world to draw it for themselves from the facts narrated, or to receive it by the 
teaching and the writings of the Apostles. John, who was preserved by God to see this 
conclusion, which had been drawn by the great body of Christians, and had been established 
in the Epistles, denied by different heretics, brings forward, in the form of a history of Jesus, 
_a view of his exalted character, and draws our attention particularly to the truth of that which 
had been denied. When you come to analyze the Gospel of John, you will find that the first 
eighteen verses contain the- positions laid down by the Apostle, in order to meet the errors of 
Cerinthus; that these positions, which are ae” affirmed in the introduction, are proved in 
the progress of the Gospel, by the testimony of John the Baptist, and by the words and the 
actions of our Lord; and that after the proof is concluded by the declaration of Thomas, who, 
‘upon being convinced that Jesus had risen, said to him, ‘My Lord, and my God,’ John sums 
up the amount of his Gospel in these few words: ‘These are written that ye might believe 
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, i. ¢. that Jesus and the Christ are not distinct per- 
‘sons, and that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. ‘The Apostle does not condescend to mention 
the name of Cerinthus, because that would have preserved, as long as the world lasts, the 
memory of a name which might otherwise be forgotten, But although there is dignity and 
propriety in omitting the mention of his name, it was necessary, in laying down the positions 
that were to meet his errors, to adopt some of his words, because the Christians of those days 
would not so readily have applied the doctrine of the Apostle to the refutation of those heresies 
which Cerinthus was spreading among them, if they had not found in the exposition of that 
doctrine some of the terms in which the heresy was delivered: and as the chief of these terms, 
Logos, which Cerinthus applied to an inferior spirit, was equivalent to a phrase in common 


(8) Iven. contra Haer, lib. iii, eap."xi, 1. (9) Tbid. lib. i, xvi, 1. (1) Jerom. De Vit. Must. cap, ix, 
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ss ae 
was no fanciful term, merely invented by St. John, pro re naga, or even suggested 
by the Hi iy Spirit, as a suitable title for a prophet, ‘wham God chose to tayeaimealf dr 
his Word. "It was a term diversely understood in the world before St. John began his Gospel. 
Ts it possible, therefore, that he should have used the tetm without some express allusion to 
these prevailing opinions? Had he mecca as Ne tte of a patties <5 
plain proof, that they were all equally fabulous ; but by adopting erm, he cer- 

is Secehak WiSEne- thal the diver old moh enicee in Believing at there was 2 _ or 


~ Werd of God, but in thinking amiss of it. We might, indeed, have wondered much had he 


deeidedly adepted the Platonic or Gnostic notions, in preference to the Jewish; but that he 
should harmonize wath Clie GIB y ns menue seciaang ; Beck, Keencess he was a Jew him- 


self} because Christianity was plainly to be shown to be connected with, and, 
asit — ularly to have out of Jalaen It is certainly, then, in the highest de- 
gree consistent with all we expect, to find St. John and cthers of the sacred 


writers expressing themselves in terms not only familiar to the Jews under the old covenant, 
but, which might tend, by a perfect revelation of the trath, to give instruction to all parties ; 

ing the errors of the Piatenic and Oriental systems, and confirming, in the clearest man- 
ner, the hopes and expectations of the Jews. (3) - 

While the reasons for the use of this‘term by St. John are obvious, the argument from it 

is Irresistible; for, first, the Logos of the evangelist is a PERSON, not an attribute, as many 
Socinians have sand, who have therefore, sometimes chosen to render it “wisdom.” For if an 
attribute, It were @ mere truism to say that it was in the begimning with God, for God could 
never be without his attributes. The Apostle also declares, that the Logos was the Light; — 
bat that John Baptist was neg the Light. Here is a Kind of parallel supposed, and it presumes, 
Spee it was possible that the same character might be erroneously ascribed to both. 
_ “Between person and person this may, undoubtedly, be the case; but what species of 
parallel can exist between man and an attribute? .Nor will the difficulty be obviated by 
Suggesting, that wisdom here means not the attribute itself, but him whom that attribute 
ins man Jesus Christ, because the name of our Saviour has not yet been mentioned ; 
because that rule of interpretation must be inadmissible, which at one time would explain the 
term Logos by an attribute, at another by a man, as best suits the convenience of hypothesis ; 
and because, if it be, In this Instance, conceived to indicate our Saviour, it must follow, that 
our Saviour created the world, (which the Unitarians will by no means admit,) for the Logos, 
who was that which John the Baptist was not, the true Light, is expressly declared to have 
made the warld (4) 

Agen: the Logos was made flesh, that is, became man ; but in what sible sense could an 
attrioute become man? The Logos is “the only-begotten of the Father;” but it would be 
uncouth to say of any attribute, that it is begotien; and, if that were passed over it would 
follow, from this notion, either that God has only one attribute, or that wisdom is not his only- 
begotten attribute. _ Farther, St. John uses terms decisively personal, as that he is Gop, not 
Divine as an attribute, but God personally > not that he was in God, which would proper! 
have been said of an attribute, but with God, which he could only say of a person : chat S all 
things were made by him ;” that he was “in the world ;” that “he came to his own 3” that he 
Was “in the bosom of the Father ;” and that “he hath declared the Father.’ The absurdity 
of representing the Logos of St. John as an attribuftive seems, at Tength, to have been per- 
—~ by the Socinians themselyes, and their New Version accerdingly regards it as a per- 
sonal term. 

If the Logos is a person, then is he Divine ; far, first eternity is ascribed to him, “in the 
bezinuing was the Word.” The Unitarian corament is, “from the beginning of his ministry, 
or the cammencement of the Gospel dispensation ;? which makes St. John use another trifling 
truism, and solemnly tell his readers, that our Saviour, when he began his ministry, was in 
existence ‘—“in the beginning of his ministry the Word was! It is true that agxn, the be- 


ginning, is used for the beginning of Christ’s ministry, when he says that the Apostles had: 
been “with him from the beginning ;” and it re used for the b beginning ar shine 
whatever. It is a term which must be determined in its meaning by the context; (5) andthe _ 
question, therefore, is how the connection here determines it. Almost immediately it 1s added, 
“all things were made by him ;” which in a preceding chapter, has been proved to mean the 
ereation of universal mature. He, then, who made all things was prior to all created things - 
HE was when they desun to be, and before they began to be; and, if he existed before alt 


created things, he was not himself created, and was, therefore, eternal. (6) Secondly, he is a 
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oy dapoaa God, in the same sense as the Father; and thirdly, he is as explicitly-said to 
be the Creator of all things. ~ The two last particulars have already been largely established, 
and nothing need be added, except, as another proof that the Scriptures can only be fairly 
explained by the doctrine of a distinction of Divine Persons in the Godhead, the declaration 
of St. John may be addueed, that “the Word was with God, and the Word was God.” What 
hypothesis but this goes a single step to explain this wonderful language? Arianism, which 
allows the preéxistence of Christ with God, accords with the first clause, but contradicts the 
second. Sabellianism, which reduces the personal to an official, and therefore a temporal, dis-” 
tinction, accords with the second clause, but contradicts the first ; for Christ according to this 
theory, was not with God in the beginning, that is, in eternity.. Socinianism contradicts both 
clauses; for on that scheme Christ was neither with God “in the beginning,” nor was he God. 
“The faith of God’s elect” agrees with both clauses, and by both it is established, ‘‘ The Word 
was with God and the Word-was Gop.” 


—— 


CHAPTER XIII. 
CuRIsT POSSESSED oF Divine ATTRIBUTES. 


Havine considered the fel of some of the titles applied to our Lord in the Scriptures, 
and proved that pete ply Divinity, we may next consider the attributes which are ascribed 
to him in the New Testament. If, to names and lofty titles which imply Divinity, we find 
added attributes never ai to creatures, and from which all creatures are excluded, the Deity 
of Christ is established beyond reasonable controversy. No argument can be more conclusive 
than this. Of the essence of Deity we know-nothing, but that he is a Spirit. He is made 
known by his attributes ; and it is from them that-we learn, that there is an essential dis- 
tinction between him and his creatures, because he has attributes which they have not, and 
those which they have in common with him, he possesses in a degree absolutely perfect. From 
this it follows, that His is a peculiar nature, a nature sui generis, to Which no creature does or 
can possibly approximate. Should, then, these same attributes be found ascribed to Christ, 
as explicitly and literally as to the Father, it follows of necessity, that, the attributes being 
the same, the essence is the same, and that essence the exclusive nature of the @eorns, or “God- 
head.” It would, indeed, follow, that if but one of the peculiar attributes of Deity were ascribed 
to Christ, he must possess the whole, since they cannot exist separately; and whoever is 
possessed of one must be concluded to be in possession of all. (7) But it 1s not one attribute 
only, but all the attributes of Deity whieh are ascribed to him; and not only those which are 
moral, and which are, therefore, capable of being communicated, (though those, as they are 
attributed to Christ in infinite degree and in absolute perfection, would be sufficient for the 
oo) but those which are, on all sides, allowed to be incommunicable, and peculiar to the 

odhead, 

Everniry is ascribed to him. ‘Unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given: and the 
government shall be upon his shoulder: and his name’shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, 
the Mighty God, the Everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace.” ‘Everlasting Father” is 
variously rendered by the principal orthodox critics; but every rendering is in consistency 
with the application of a positive eternity to the Messiah, of which this is allowed to be a 
prediction. Bishop Lowth says, “the Father of the everlasting age.” Bishop Stock, “the 
Father of Eternity ;” 7. e. the owner of it. Dathe and Rosenmuller, “£ternus.” The former 
considers it.an Oriental idiom, by which names of affinity, as father, mother, &c, are used to 
denote the author or eminent possessor of a quality or object. Rev. i, 17, 18, “I am THE 
First and tHe Last, I am he that liveth and was dead;” so also ch. ii, 8; and in both 
passages the context shows, indisputably, that it is our Lord himself who speaks, and applies 
these titles to himself. In chap. xxii, 13, also, Christ is the speaker, and declares himself to 
be “Axpna and Oma, the Beeinnine and the Enp, the Fmst and the Lasr.” Now, by 
these very titles is the eternity of God declared, Isaiah xlv, 6, and xlili, 10, “I am the first, 
and Iam the last: and beside me there.is no God.” ‘Before me was there no God formed, 
neither shall there be after me”*” But they are, in the book of Revelation, assumed by Christ 
as explicitly and absolutely ; and they clearly affirm, that the Being to whom they are applied 
had no beginning, and will have no end. In Rev. i, 8, after the declaration, “I am Aipha and 
Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith the Lord,” it is added, “ which is, and which wes, 
and which is to come, the Almighty.” Some have referred these words to the Father; but 
certainly without reason, asthe very scope of the passage shows. Itis Christ who speaks in the . 
first person, throughout the chapter, when the sublime titles of the former part of the verse are 
used, and indeed, throughout the book ; and to interpret this particular clause of the Father 
would introduce a most abrupt change of persons, which, but for a false theory, would never 
have been imagined. The words, indeed, do but express the import of the name Jehovah, so 


() fc Sasi Divina howe copulari vinculo, sic, ut nullum seperatim concipi queat, adeoque qui uno 
pollet, omnibus ornetur,”’—Doederlein. : 
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“often given to Christ; gnd as, when the Father is spoken of in verse 4, the same declaration 


. is made concerning him which, in verse 8, our Lord makes of himself, it follows, that if the 


rms “ which was, and is, and is to eome,” are descriptive of the eternity of the Father, they 
are also descriptive of eternity as an attribute also of the Son. We have a similar declaration 
in Heb. xiii, 8, “ Jesus Christ, THE SAME YESTERDAY, TO-DAY, and FoR EVER,” where eternity, 
and its necessary concomitant, immutability, are both ascribed to him. That the phrase, 
« yesterday, to-day, and for ever,” is equivalent to eternity needs no proof; and that the words 


~ are not spoken of the doctrine of Christ, as the Socinians contend, appears from the context, 


which’ scarcely makes any sense upon this hypothesis, (8) since a doctrine once deliv 
must remain what it was at first. This interpretation, also, gives a figurative sense to wor 
which have all the character of a strictly literal declaration ; and it is a farther confirmation of 
the literal sense, and that Christ is spoken of personally, that 6 auros is the phrase by which 
the immutability of the Son is expressed in chapter i, verse 12: “But thou art-d avros, the 
same.’ Peirce in his Paraphrase, has well expressed the connection: ‘“ Considering the con- 
clusion of their life and behaviour, imitate their faith; for the object of their faith, Jesus 
Christ, is the same now as he was then, and will be the same for ever.” A Beir essentially 
unchangeable, and therefore eternal, is the only proper object of an absolut “ faith.” A simi- 
lar and most solemn ascription of eternity and immutability occurs Heb. i, 10-12, “Thou, 
Lord, in the beginning hast laid-the foundation of the earth: and the heavens are the works of 

ine hands. ‘They shall perish; but thou remainest : and they all shall wax old as doth a 
garment; and as a vesture shalt thou fold them up, and they shall be changed ; but.thou art 
THE SAME, AND THY YEARS SHALLNOT FAIL.” These words are quoted from Psa, cii, which all 
acknowledge to be a lofty description of the eternity of God. They are here applied to Christ, 
and of him they affirm, that he was before the material universe—that it was created by him— 
that he has absolute power over it—that he shall destroy it—that he shall do this with infinite 
ease, as one who folds up a vesture ; and that, anzidst the decays and changes of material things, 
he remains the same. The immutability here ascribed to Christ is not, however, that of a created 
spirit, which will remain when the material universe is destroyed ; for then. there would be 
nothing proper to Christ in the text, nothing but in which angels and men participate with him, 
and the words would be deprived of all meaning. His immutability and-duration are peculiar, 
‘and a contrast is implied between his existence and that of all created things. They are depend- 
ent, he is independent ; and his necessary, and therefore eternal, existence must follow. The phrase 
“eTERNAL LIFE,” when used, as it is frequently, in St. John’s Epistles, is also a clear designa- 
tion of the eternity of our Saviour. “For the Lirz was manifested, and we have seen it, and 
bear witness, and show unto you that ETERNAL Lire, which was with the Father, and was 
manifested unto us.” In the first clause, Christ is called the Life; he is then said to be “ eter- 
nal ;” and, that no mistake should arise, as though the Apostle merely meant to declare that he 
would continue for ever, he shows, that he ascribes eternity to him in his preéxistent state,— 
“that eternal life’ which was witH THE FarHer} and with him before he was “ manifested 
to men.” And eternal preéxistence could not be more unequivocally marked. 2 

To these essential attributes of Deity, to be without beginning and without change, is added 
that of being extended through all space.—He is not only eternal, but omniprREsENT. Thus 
he declares himself to be at the’same time in heayen and upon earth, which is assuredly a pro- 
perty of Deity alone. ‘No man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from 
heaven, even the Son of Man which 1s in heaven.” ‘The genuineness of the last clause has 
been attacked by-a few critics; but has been fully established, by Dr. Magee. (9) This pas- 
sage has been defended from the Socinian interpretation already, and contains an unequivocal 
declaration of ubiquity. 7 

For “ where two or three are gathered together in my name, THERE AM J IN THE MIDST oP 
THEM.” How futile is the Socinian comment in the New Version! This promise is to be 
“limited to the apostolic age.” But were that granted, what would the concession avail? In 
the apostolic age, the disciples met in the name of their Lord many times in the week, and in 
innumerable parts of the world at the same time, in Judea, Asia Minor, Europe, &. - He, 
therefore, who could be “in the midst of them,” whenever and wherever they assembled, must” 
be omnipresent. But they add, “bya spiritual presence, « faculty of knowing things in places 
where he was not present ;” “a gift,” they say, “given to the Apostles oceasionally,” and refer 
to 1 Cor. v, 3. No such gift is, however, claimed by the Apostle in that passage, who knew 
the affair in the church at Corinth, not by any such faculty or revelation, but by “report,” 
verse 1. Nor does he say, that he was present with them, but judged “as though he were 

ent.” If, indeed, any such gift were occasionally given to the Apostles, it would be, not a 

“ spiritual presence,” as the New Version has it; but a figurative presence. No such figura- 
tive meaning is however hinted at in the text before us, which is as literal a declaration of 
‘Christ’s presence’every where with his worshippers as that similar promise made by Jehovah 
to the Israelites: ‘In all places where I record my name I will come to thee, and-I will bless 
thee.” At the very moment, too, of his ascension, that is, just when, as to his bodily pre- 
sence, he was leaving his disciples, he promises still to be with them, and calls their attention 
to this promise by an emphatic particle, “ And Lo I am wir you aLWways, even unto the end 


~ 


(8) See Macknight. (9) Magee on the Atonement. 
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f the world,” Matt. xxviii, 20. . The Socinians render “to the end of the age,” that is, “the Ps, 
lewish dispensationy till the destruction of Jerusalem.” All that can be said in favour of this” x 

‘is, that the words may be so translated, if no regard is paid to their import. But itis certain, q 

that, in several passages, “ the end of the world,” 9 cvyredeca re acwvos, must be onilersiGol in : 
‘its popular sense. That this is its sense here, appears, first, from the clause “Lo I am with 

you ALWAYS,” macas tas npepas, “‘at all.times ;” secondly, because spiritual presence stands, by 

au evidently implied antithesis, opposed to bodily absence ; thirdly, because that presence of 

Christ was as necessary to his disciples after the destruction of Jerusalem as till that period. 

But even were the promise to be so restricted, it would still be in-proof of the omnipresence of 

our Lord, for, if he were present with all his disciples in all places, “always,” to the destruc- 

tion of Jerusalem, it could only be by virtue of a property which would render him present to : 

his disciples in all ages. The Socinian. Version intimates, that the presence meant is the gift 

of miraculous powers. Let even that be allowed, though it is a very partial view of the pro- 

mise; then, if till the destruction of Jerusalem ‘the Apostles were “always,” ‘at all times,” 

able to work miracles, the power to enable them to effect these wonders must “always”. and 

‘im all places have been present with them; and if that were not a human endowment, if a 

power superior A oy of man were requisite for the performance of the miracles, and that 

power was the er of Christ, then he was really, though spiritually, present with them, 

unless the attribute of power can be separated from its subject, and the power of Christ be 

where he himself is not. This, however, is a low view of the import of the promise, “Lo I 

am with -you,” which, both in the Old and New Testament, signifies to be present with ar 

one, to help, comfort, and succour him. ‘ Ervai pera trios, alicui adesse, juvare aligeeoere 

res alicujus.” (1) , : ; pute = 

It is not necessary to adduce more than another passage in proof of a point so fully deter- 
mined already by the authority of Scripture. After the Apostle, in Colossians i, 16,.17, has 
ascribed-the creation of all things in heaven and earth, “ visible and invisible,” to Christ, he 
adds, “and by him all things consist.” On this passage, Raphelius cites. striking passage from 
Aristotle, De Mundo, where the same verb, rendered “consist,” by our translators, is used in 
a like sense to express the constant dependence of all things upon their Creator for continued 
subsistence and preservation. “There is a certain ancient tradition common to all mankind, 
that all things-subsist from and by God, and that no kind of being is self-sufficient, when alone, 
and destitute of his preserving aid.”-(2) The Apostle then, here, not only attributes the 
creation, but the conservation of all things to Christ; but to preserve them his presence must 
be coéxtensive with them, and thus the universe of matter and created spirits, heaven and 
earth, must be filled with his power and presence. ‘This short sentence implies that our 
Lord’s presence extends to every part of the creation; to every being and system in the 
universe ; a most striking and emphatical description of the omnipresence of God the Son.” (3) 

To these attributes of essential divinity is added, a PERFECT KNOWLEDGE of all things. 
This cannot be the attribute of a creature, for, though it may be difficult to say how far the 
knowledge of the highest order of intelligent creatures may be extended, yet is there two kinds 
of knowledge which God has made peculiar to himself by solemn and exclusive claim. The 
first is, the perfect knowledge of the thoughts and intents of the heart. ‘I the Lord search 
the heart, I try the reins,” Jeremiah xvii, 10. ‘Thou, even thou only,” says Solomon, “ know- 
est the hearts of all the children of men,” 1 Kings viii, 39. This knowledge is attributed to 
and was claimed by our Lord, and that without any intimation that it was in consequence of 
a special revelation, or supernatural gift, as in a few instances we see in the Apostles and 
Prophets, bestowed to answer a particular and temporary purpose. In such instances also, it 
is to be observed, the knowledge of the spirits and thoughts of men was obtained in consequence 
of a revelation made to them by Him whose prerogative it is to search the heart. In the case 
of our Lord, it is, however, not merely said, “ And Jesus knew. theirthoughts,” that he perceived 
in his spirit, that they so reasoned among themselves ; but it is referred to as an attribute or 
original faculty, and it is, therefore, made use of by St. John, on one occasion, to explain his 

_ conduct with Seference to certain of his enemies :—“‘ But Jesus did ngt commit himself unto 
them, because he KNEW ALL MEN, and needed not that any should testify of man, FOR HE KNEW 
WHAT WAS IN Man.” After his exaltation, also, he claims the prerogative in the full style and 
majesty of the Jehovah of the Old Testament: ‘And all the churches shall know that J am 
he which SEARCHETH THE REINS AND THE HEART.” 

A striking description of the omniscience of Christ is also found in Heb. iv, 12, 13, if we 
understand it, with most of the ancients, of the hypostatic Word; to which sense, I think the 
scope of the passage and context clearly determines it. ‘For the Worp or Gop is quick 
(living) and powerful, and sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing 
asunder of soul and spirit and of the joints and marrow, and is a DISCERNER OF THE THOUGHTS 
AND INTENTS OF THE HEART; neither is there any creature that is not manrresT in his sight; 
for all things are NAKED and oPEN to the eyes of him with whom we have to do.” ‘The reasons 
for referring this passage rather to Christ, the au‘nor of the Gospel, than to the Gospel itself, 
are, first, that it agrees better with the Apostle’s argument. _ He is warning Christians against 


(4) Rosenmuller. (2) Raphelius'in loc, See also Parkhurst’s Lex. (3) Holden’s Scripture 
Testimonies, 
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the example of ancient Jewish unbelief, and enforces his warning by reminding them, that the 
Word of God discerns the thoughts and intents of the heart. The argument is obvious, if the 
personal Word is meant; -not-at all so, if the doctrine of the Gospel be supposed. Secondly, 
the clauses, “neither is there any creature that is not manifest in HIs sight,” and, all “things 
are naked and open to the eyes of Him, with whom we have to do,” or “to whom we must give 
an account,” are undoubtedly spoken of a person, and that person our witness and judge. 
Those, therefore, who think that the Gospel is spoken of in verse 12, represent the Apostle 
as making a transition from the Gospel to God himself in what follows. - This, however, pro- 
duces a violent break in the argument, for which no grammatical nor contextual reason what- 
ever can be given; and it is evident that the same metaphor extends through both verses. 
This is taken from the practice of dividing and cutting asunder the bodies of beasts slain for 
sacrifice, and laying them open for inspection, lest <7 blemish or unsoundness should lurk 
within, and render them unfit for the service of God. The dividing asunder of “ the joints and 
marrow” in the 12th verse, and the being made “naked and open to the eyes,” in the 13th, 
are all parts of the same sacrificial and judicial action, to which, therefore, we can justly assign 
but one agent. The only reason given for the other interpretation is, that the term Logos is 
nowhere else used by St. Paul. This ean weigh but little against the obvious sense of the 
passage. St. Luke, i, 2, appears to use the term Logos in a personal sense, and he uses it but 
once; and if St. Paul uses it here, and not in his other epistles, this reason may be given, that 
in other epistles he writes to Jews and Gentiles united in the same churches ; here, to Jews 
alone, among whom we have seen that the Logos was a well-known theological term. (4) | 

The Socinians urge against this ascription of infinite Imowledge to our Lord, Mark xiii, 32: 
“But of that day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels which are in heaven, 
neither the Son, but the Father only.” - The genuineness of the clause “neither the Son” has 
been disputed, and is not inserted by Griesbach in his text; there is not, however, sufficient 
reason. for its rejection, though certainly in the parallel passage, Matt. xxiv, 36, “neither the 
Son” is not found. “But of that day and hour knoweth no man, no, not the angels of heaven ; 
but my Father only.” We are then reduced to this—a number of passages explicitly declare 
that Christ knows all things; there is one which declares that the Son did not know “the 
day and the hour” of judgment; again, there.is a passage which certainly implies that even 
this period was known to Christ; for St. Paul, 1.Tim. vi, 14, speaking of the “appearing of 
our Lord Jesus Christ” as the univeral judge, immediately adds, “which in his own times 
xatoors trots, Shall show whois the blessed and only potentate,” &. The day of judgment is 
here called “his own times,” or “his own season,” which, in its obvious sense, means the Season 
he has himself fixed, since a certain manifestation of himself is in its fulness reserved by him 
to that period. As “the times and the seasons,” also, are said, in another lace, to be in the 
Father's “own power ;” so by an equivalent phrase, they are here said to a in the power of 
the Son, because they are “ his own times.” Doubtless, then, he knew “the day and the hour 
of judgment.” (5) ow, certainly, no such glaring and direct contradiction can exist in the 
word of truth, as that our Lord should know the day of judgment, and, at the same time, and 
in the same sense, not know it. Either, therefore, the passage in Mark must admit of an 
interpretation which will make it consistent with other passages which clearly affirm our Lord’s 
knowledge of all things, and consequently of this great day, or these passages must submit to 
such an interpretation as will bring them into accordance with that in Mark. It ‘cannot, 
however, be in the nature of things that texts, which clearly predicate an infinite knowledge, 
should be interpreted to mean a finite and partial knowledge, and this attempt would only 
establish a contradiction between the text andthe comment. Their interpretation is imperative 
upon us; but the text in Mark is capable of.an interpretation which involves no contradiction 
or absurdity whatever, and-which makes it accord with the rest of the Scripture testimony on 
this subject. This may be done two ways. The first is adopted by Macknight. 

“The word o:dev here seems to have the force of the Hebrew conjunction, hiphil, which in 
verbs denoting action, makes that action, whatever it is, pass to another. Wherefore E0s@y 
which properly signifies, I know, used in the sense of the conjunction hiphil, signifies, I make 
sanother to know, I declare. The word has this meaning, without dispute, 1 Cor. ii; 25-6 
determined, edevac, to know nothing among you, but Jesus Christ and him crucified ;? te. T 
determined to make known, to preach nothing, but Jesus Christ. So, likewise, in the text 
‘But of that day and that hour, none maketh you to know,’ none hath power to make you 
know it; just as the phrase, Matt. xx, 23, ‘is not mine to give,’ signifies, ‘is not in my power 
to give :’—‘no, not the angels, neither the Son, but the Father? Neither man nor angel, nor 
even the Son himself, can reveal the day and hour of the destruction of Jerusalem to you: because 
the Father hath determined that it should not be revealed.” (6) 

The second is the usual manner of meeting the difficulty, and refers the words “neither the 
Son” exclusively to the human nature of our Lord, which we know, as to the body, “grew in 


* 


(4) “Non deerat peculiaris ratio, cur Filium Dei sic vocaret, cum ad Hebrieos seriberet, qui eum illo no- 
mine indigitare solebant: ut constat ex Targum, cujus pars hoc tempore facta est, et ex Bhilone aliisque 
Hellenistis.”—Poli Synop. : 


(5) Karoors edcors, tempore, quod ipse novit. Eat itaque tempus adventus Christi ignotum Apostolis.”— 
Rosenmuller. (6) Harmony. ; 
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stature,” and, as to the mind, in “wisdom.” Bishop Kidder, in answering the Socinian 
objection from the lips of a Jew, observes, . 3 

“4. That we Christians do helieve, not only that Curist was Gop; but also that he was 
perfect man, of a reasonable soul, and lumen flesh subsisting. : 

“We do believe, that his body was like’one of ours: A real, not a fantastic and imagin- 
ary one. 

"LWe do also believe, that he had a human soul, of the same nature and kind with one of 
ours ; though it was free from sin, and all original stain and corruption. And no wonder then, 
that we read of him, that he increased, not only in stature, and in Edie’ Gop and man, but 
in wisdom also: Luke ii, 52. Now wisdom is a spiritual endowment, and belongs to the mind 
or-soul. - He could not be said to increase in wisdom as he was Gon; nor could this be said of 
him with respect to his body, for that is not the subject of wisdom; but with regard to the 
human soul of Curist the other part of our human nature. ‘ : 

2, It must be granted, that as man he did not know beyond the capacities of human anc 
finite understanding ; and not what he knew as Gop: He could not be supposed to know in 
this respect things not knowable by man, any otherwise than as the Divine nature and wisdom 
thought fit to communicate and impart such knowledge to him. : : 

“3. That therefore Curist may be said, with respect to his human nature and finite under- 
standing, not to know the precise time, the day and hour of some future events. 

“4, Tis farther to be considered how the Evangelists report this matter; they do it in such 
terms as are very observable. Of that day and hour knoweth no man; it follows, neither the 
Son. He doth not say the Son of Gon, nor the doyes, or Word, but the Son only. 

“T do not know all this while, where there.is any inconsistency in the faith of Christians ; 
[arising from this view ;] when we believe, that Jesus was in all things made like unto us, and 
in some respect a little lower than the angels, Heb. ii, 7, 17. I see no force in the above named 
objection.” (7) , 5 § 

The “Son of Man,” it is true, is here placed above the angels; but, as Waterland observes, 
“the particular concern the Son of Man has in the last judgment is sufficient to account for the 
supposed climax or gradation. 

“Tt is, indeed, objected hy Socinians, that these interpretations of Mark xiii, 32, charge our 
Saviour, if not with direct falsehood, at least with criminal evasion; since he could not sa 
with truth and sincerity, that he was ignorant of the day, if he knew it in any capacity; as it 
cannot be denied that man is immortal, so long as he is, in any respect, immortal. The answer 
to this is, that as it may truly be said of the body of man, that it is not immortal, though the 
soul is; so it may, with equal truth, be said, that the Son of Man was ignorant of some things, 
though the Son of God knew every thing. It is not, then, inconsistent with truth and sincerity 
for our Lord to deny that he knew what he really did know in one capacity, while he was 
ignorant of it in another. Thus, in one place he says, ‘Now Iam no more in the world,’ John 
xvii, 11; and in another, ‘ Ye have the poor always with you, but me ye have not always,’ 
Matt. xxyi, 11; yet on another occasion, he says, ‘Lo, lam with youalways,’ Matt. xxviii, 20; 
and again, ‘If any man love me—my Father will love him, and we will come unto him and 
make our abode with him,’ John xiv, 23. From hence we_see that our Lord might, without 
any breach of sincerity, deny that of himself considered in one capacity, which he could not 
have denied in another. There was no equivocation in his denying the knowledge of ‘that 
day and that hour,’ since with respect to hic human nature, it was most true; and that he 
designed it to refer alone to his human nature, is probable, because he does not say the Son of 
God was ignorant of that day, but the Son, meaning the Son of mun, as appears from the con- 
text, (Matthew xxiv, 37, 39; Mark xiii, 26,34.) Thus Mark xiii, 32, which, at first sight, 
may seem to favour the Unitarian hypothesis, is capable of a rational and unforced interpret- 
ation, consistently with the orthodox faith.” (8) ; : cc 

As the knowledge of the heart is attributed to Christ, so also is the knowledge of futurity, 
which is another quality so peculiar to Deity, that we find the true God distinguishing himself 
from all the false divinities of the Heathen by this circumstance alone. ‘To whom will ye 
liken me, and make me equal, and compare me, that we may be like?” “I am God, and there 
is none like me. Declaring the end from the beginning, and from ancient times the things that are 
not yet done, saying, My counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleasure,” Isa. xlvi, 5, 9, 10. 
All the predictions uttered by our Saviour, and which are nowhere referred by him to inspira- 
tion, the source to which all the Prophets and Apostles refer their prophetic gifts, but were 
spoken as from his own prescience, are in proof of his possessing this attribute. It is also 
affirmed, John vi, 64, that “Jesus knew from the beginning who they were that believed not, 
and who should betray him;” and again, John xiii, 11, “For Jesus knew who should 
betray him.” ‘ f j 

Thus we find the Scriptures ascribing to Jesus an existence without beginning, without 
change, without limitation, and connected, in the whole extent of space which it fills, with the 
exercise of the most perfect intelligence. These are essential attributes of Deity. ‘‘ Measures 
of power may be communicated ; degrees of wisdom and goodness may be imparted to created 
spirits; but our conceptions of God are confounded, and we lose sight of every circumstance 


(7) Demonstration of Messiah. (8) Holden’s Testimonies. 
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by which he is characterized, if such a manner of existence as we have now described be 
common to him and any,creature.” (9) 5 ee 

To.-these attributes may also be added omn1PoTENcr, which is also peculiar to the God- 
head; for, though power may be communicated to creature, yet a finite capacity must limit 
the communication, nor can ‘it exist infinitely, any more than wisdom, except in an infinite 
nature. Christ is, however, styled, Rey. 1, 8, “THe Axtmicury.” To the Jews he said, 
“What things soever he [the Father] doeth, THESE ALSO DOETH THE Son Likewise.” Farther, 
he declares that “as the Father hath Lire iN HIMSELF, sc hath he given to the Son to have 
LIFE IN HIMSELF,” which is a most strongly marked distinction between himself and all 
creatures whatever. He has “life in himself,” and he has it “as the Father” has it, that is, 
perfectly and infinitely, which sufficiently demontrates that he’is of the same essence, or he 
could not have this communion of properties with the Father. ‘The life is, indeed, said te be 
“given,” but this communication from the Father makes no difference in the argument. 
Whether the “life” mean the same original and independent life, which at once entitles the 
Deity to the appellations “Tae uivine Gov” and “Tur ‘Farner or Spirits,” or the 
bestowing of eternal life upon all believers, it amounts to the same thing. "The “life” which 
is thus’ bestowed upon believers, the continuance and perfect blessedness of existence, is from 
Christ as its fountain, and he has it as the Father himself hath it. By his eternal generation 
it was derived from the Father to him, and he possesses it’ equally with the Father; by the 
appointment of his Father, he is made the source of eternal life to believers, as having that 
LIFE IN HIMSELF to bestow, and to supply for ever. - ; gis srt 

We may sum up the whole Scriptural argument, from Divine attributes being ascribed by 
the disciples to our Saviour, arid claimed by himself, with his own remarkable declaration, 
“ALY THINes which the Father hath are MINE,” John xvi, 15. “Here he challenges to © 
himself the incommunicable attributes, and, consequently, that essence which is inseparable 
from them.” (1) “If God the Son hath all things that the Father hath, then hath he all the 
attributes and perfections belonging to the Father, the same power, rights, and privileges, the 
ame honour and glory; and, in a word, the same nature, substance, and Godhead.” (2) 


RE; 


CHAPTER XIV. 
Tue Acts ascripep To Curist PROOFS OF His DrvINITY. 


Tus argunient is in confirmation of the foregoing; for, if not only the proper names of 
God, his majestic and peculiar titles, and his attributes, are attributed to our Lord ; but if also 
acts have been done by him which, in the nature of things, cannot be performed by any crea- 
ture, however exalted, then he by whom they were done must be truly Gop. 

The first act of this kind is creation—the creation of all things. It is not here necessary to 
enter into any argument to prove that creation, in its proper sensé, that is, the production of 

things out of nothing, is possible only to Divine power. ‘The Socinians themselves acknowledge 

this; and, therefore, employ their perverting, but feeble, criticisms in a vain attempt to prove, 
that the creation, of which Christ, in the New Testament, is said to be the author, is to be 
understood of a moral creation, or of the regulation of all things in the evangelic dispensation. 
I shall not adduce many passages to prove that a proper creation is ascribed to our Lord ; for 
they are sufficiently in the recollection of the reader. “It is enough that two or three of them 
only be exhibited, which cannot be taken, without manifest absurdity, in any other sense but 
as attributing the whole physical creation to him. : : 

The ascription of the creation of “all things,” in the physical sense, to the Divine Word, in 
the introduction to St. John’s Gospel, -has been vindicated against the Socinian interpretation 
ma preceding page. I shall only farther remark upon it, first, that if St. John had intended 
a moral, and not a physical creation, he could not have expressed himself as he does without 
intending to mislead ; ‘a supposition equally contrary to his inspiration and to his piety. He 
affirms that “all things,” and that without limitation or restriction, “were made by him ;” 
that “without him was not any thing made that was made ;” which clearly means, that there 
4s no created object which had not Christ for its Creator; an assertion which contains a reve- 
lation of a most important and fundamental doctrine. If, however, it be taken in the Socinian 
Sense, it 18 a pitiful truism, asserting that Christ did nothing in establishing his religion which 
he did not do: for to this effect their Version expresses it,—“ al] things were. done by him, and 
without him was not any thig done that hath been done ;” or, as they might have rendered 
it, to make the folly still more manifest, “without him was not any thing done that was done 
by him, or which he himself did.” Unfortunately, however, for the notion of arranging or 
regulating the new dispensation, the Apostle adds a full confirmation of his former doctrine 
that the physical creation was the result of the power of the Divine Word by asserting that 
“THE WORLD WaS MADE by him ;” (3) that world into which he came as the light,” that world 


(9) Hill’s Lectures. (1) Whitby. (2) Waterland, 3) ‘The world light im,” 
says the New Version; which perfectly gratuitous rendering tas Pda before ipod to. ee ee 
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in which he was.when he was made flesh; that world which “knew him not.” Tt matters 
nothing to the argument, whether “the world” be understood of men or of the material world ; 
on either supposition it was made by him, and the creation was, therefore, physical. In neither 
ease could the creation be a moral one, tor the material world is incapable of a moral renewal ; 
and the world which “knew not” Christ, if understood of men, was not renewed, but unre- 
generated ; or he would have been “known,” that is, acknowledged by them. syd 
Another passage, equally incapable of berg referred to any but a physical creation, is found 
in Heb. i, 2, “By whom also he MapE THE worLps.” God,” says the-Apostle, “hath in 
these last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things ;” and 
then he proceeds to give farther information of the iature and dignity of the personage thus 
denominated “Son” and “nei ;” and his very first declaration concerning him, in this expo- 


sition of his character, in order to prove him greater than angels, who are the greatest of all 


created beings, is that “by him alsoGod made the worlds.” Two methods have been resorted 
to, in order to ward off the force of this decisive testimony as to the Deity of Christ, grounded 
upon his creative acts. ‘The first is, to render the words, “ror whom he made the worlds ;” 
thus referring creation immediately to the Father, and making the preposition da, with a geni- 
tive case, signify the final cause, the reason or end, for which “the worlds” were created. Were 
this even allowed, it would be a strange doctrine to assert, that ror 4 mere man, For the 
exercise of the ministry of a mere man, as Christ is taken to be upon the Socinian hopothesis, 
“the worlds,” the whole visible creation, with its various orders of intellectual -beings, were 
created. This is a position almost as much opposed tothat corrupt hypothesis as is the ortho- 
dox doctrine itself, and is another instance in proof that difficulties are multiplied, rather than 
lessened, by departing from the obvious sense of Scripture. But no example is found, in the 
whole New Testament, of the use of dca with a genitive to express the final cause; and, in the 
very next verse, St. Paul uses the same construction to express the efficient cause,—“ when he 
had by himself purged our sins.” “This interpretation,” says Whitby, justly, “ is contrary to 
the rule of all grammarians; contrary to the exposition of all the Greek fathers, and also 
without example in the New Testament.” sears 
The second resource, therefore, is to understand “the worlds,” rovs aiwvas, in the literal 
import of the phrase, for “the ages,” or the Gospel dispensation. But “6 aiwves, absolutely 
put, doth never signify the church, or evangelical state ; nor doth the Scripture ever speak of 
the world to come in the plural, but in the singular number only.” (4) The phrase & atwves 
was adopted either as equivalent to the Jewish division of the whole creation into three parts, 
this lower world, the region of the stars, and the third heaven, the residence of God and his 
angels; or as expressive of the duration of the world, extending through an indefinite number 
_of ages, and standing opposed to the short life of its inhabitants. Avwv, primo longum tempus, 
postea eternitatem, apud Scriptores N. 'T. vero xoopov, mundum significat, ex Hebraismo, ubi 
m>sy et Corndry de mundo accipitur, quia mundus post tot generationes hominum perpetuo 
durat. (5) The Apostle in writing to the Hebrews, used, therefore, a mode of expression 
which was not only familiar to them; but which they could not but understand of the natural 
creation. This, however, is put out of all doubt by the use of the same phrase in the 11th 
chapter—* through faith we understand that the worips were framed by the word of God, so 
that things which are seen were not made of things that do appear ;” words which can only 
be understood of the physical creation. Another consideration, which takes the declaration, 
“by whom also he made the worlds,” out of the reach of all the captious and ‘puerile criticism 
en which we have remarked, is, that, in the close of the chapter, the Apostle reiterates the 
doctrine of the creation of the world by Jesus Christ: “But unto raz Son he saith,” not only 
“Thy throne, O God, is for ever and’ever ;” but, “'Phou, Lord, (Jehovah,) in the beginning 
hast laid the foundation of the earth; and the heavens are the works of thine hands :” words 
to which the perverted adroitness of heretics has been able to affix no meaning, when taken 
in any other sense than as addressed ro Christ ; and which will for ever attach to him, on the 
authority of inspiration, the title of “Jehovah,” and array him in all the majesty of creative 
power and glory. It is, indeed, a very conclusive argument in favour of the three great points 
of Christian doctrine, as comprehended in the orthodox faith, that it is impossible to interpret 
this celebrated chapter, according to any fair rule of natural and customary interpretation, 
without admitting that Christ is Gop, the Divine Son or Gop, and the Mepiator. The 
last 18 indicated by his being the medium through whom, in these last days, the will of God 
is communicated to mankind, “God hath spoken” by him; and by his being “ anointed” 
priest and king “above his fellows.” ‘The second is expressed both by his title, “ rae Son,” 
and by the superiority which, in virtue of that name, he has above angels, and the worship 
which, as the Son, they are enjoined to pay to him. He is also called Gop, and this term 1s 
fixed in its highest import, by his being declared “the brightness of the Father’s glory, and 
the express image of his person,” and by the creative acts which are ascribed to him; while 
his character of Son, as being or the Father, is still preserved by the two metaphors of “ bright- 
ness” and “image,” and by the expression, “ God, even thy God.” On these principles only 
is the Apostle intelligible; on any other, the whole chapter is incapable of consistent expo- 
sition, 


(4) Whitby. (5) Rosenmuller, 
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The only additional passage which it is necessary to produce, in order to show that Christ 
1s the creator ofall thirtgs, and that the creation of which he is the author, is not a moral but 
a physical creation; not the framing of the Christian dispensation, but the forming of the 

_whole universe of creatures out of nothing, is Coloss. i, 15-17: “‘ Who is the mace of the 
visible Gop, the rirer-BoRN of every creature: for by him were all things crearep, that 
are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or domi- 
nions, or principalities, or powers ; all things were created By him, and For him; and he is" 
BEFORE all things, ead by him all things consist.” The Socinians interpret this of “ that great 
change which was introduced into the moral world, and particularly into the relative situa- 
tion of Jews and Gentiles, by the dispensation of the Gospel.” (6) But, : . 

1. The Apostle introduces this passage as a reason why we have “redemption through his 
blood ;” ver. 14; why, in other words, the death of Christ was efficacious, and obviously attri- 
butes this efficacy to the dignity of his nature. This is the scope of his argument. 2. He, 
therefore, affirms him to be “ the image” (exwy,) the exact representation or resemblance of the 
invisible God; which when compared with Heb. i, 2, “‘ who being the brightness of his glory, 
and the express image of his person,” shows that the Apostle uses the word in a sense in which 
it is not applicable to any human or angelic being,—“ the first-born of every creature ;” or, more 
literally, “the first-born of the whole creation.” The Arians have taken this in the sense of the 
first-made creature ; but this is refuted by the term itself, which is not ‘first made,” but ‘ first 
born ;” and by the following verse, which proves him to be first-born, For, or BECAUSE: (6r¢) 
“by him were all things created.” “As to the date of his being, he was before all created things, 
for they were created by him: as to the manner of his being, he was by generation not ecrea- 
tion. The Apostle does not, say, that he was created the first of all creatures; but, that he was 
born before them: (7)—a plain allusion to the generation of the Son. before time began, and 
before creatures existed. Wolf has also shown, that among the Jews Jehovah is sometimes 
called the primogenitum mundi, “ the first-born of the world,” because they attributed the crea- 
tion of the world to the Logos, the Word of the Lord, the ostensible Jehovah of the Old 
Testament, whom certainly they never meant to include among the creatures ; and that they 
called him also the Son or Gop. It was, then, in perfect accordance with the theological 
language of the Jews themselves, that the Apostle calls our Lord.“ the first-born of the whole 
creation.” 

The Arian interpretation, which makes the first-made creature the Creator of the rest, is 
thns destroyed. The Socinian notion is as manifestly absurd. If the creation here be the 
new dispensation, the Christian church, then to call Christ the first-born of this creation is to 
make the Apostle say that Christ was the first-made member of the Christian church; and 
the reason given for this is, that he made or constituted the church! If by this they mean 
simply that he was the author of Christianity, we have again a puerile truism put into the 
lips of the Apostle. If they mean that the Apostle declares that Christ was the first Chris- 
tian, it is difficult to conceive how this can be gravely affirmed as a comment on the words; 
if any thing else, it is impossible to discover any connection in the argument, that is, between 
the proposition that Christ is the first-born of the whole creation, and the proof of it which is 
adduced, that by him were all things created. The annotators on the New Version say, “It is 
plain from.comparing this passage with verse 18, (where Christ is called the first-born from the 
dead,) that Christ is called the first-born of the whole creation, because he is the first who was 
raised from the dead to an immortal life.”. This is far from being “ plain ;” but it is plain that, 
in these two verses, the Apostle speaks of Christ in two different states, first, in his state 
“before all things,” and as the sustainer of all things ; and, then, in his state in ‘‘ the church,” 
verse 18, in which is added to the former particulars respecting him,—that “he is the head of 
the body the church, who is the beginning, the first-born from the dead.” Again, if in verses 
15, 16, 17, the Apostle is speakirig of what Christ is in and to the church, under the figure of a 
creation of all things in heaven and in earth, when he drops the figure and teaches us that 
Christ is the head of the church, the first-born from the-dead, he uses.a mere tautology; nor 
is there any apparent reason why he should not, in the same plain terms, have stated his 
proposition at once, without resorting to expressions which, in this view, would be far-fetched 
and delusive. In “the church” he was “head,” and “ the first-born from the dead,” the only 
one who ever rose to die no more, and who gives an immortal life to those he quickens; but 
before the church existed, or he himself became incarnate, ‘before all things,” says the 
Apostle, he was the “first-born of the whole creation,” that is, as the fathers understood it, 
he was born.or begotten before every creature. But the very terms of the text are an abun- 
dant refutation of the notion, ‘that. the creation here mentioned is not the creation of natural 
substances.” The things created are said to be “all things in heaven and upon the earth ;” 
and, lest the invisible spirits in the heaven should be thought to be excluded, the Apostle adds » 
“things visible and things invisible ;” and, lest the invisible things should be understood of 
inferior angels or spiritual beings, and the high and glorious beings, who “excel in strength,” 
and are, in Scripture, invested with other elevated properties, should be suspected to be excep- | 
tions, the Apostle becomes still more particular, and adds, whether “ thrones, or dominions, or » 
principalities, or powers,” terms by which the Jews expressed the different orders of angels, / 


(6) Improved Version. ¥ (7) Vide Wolf in loc. 
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and which are used in that sense by this Apostle, Ephesians i,21. . It is a shameless criticism 
of the authors of the New Version, and shows how hardly they were pushed by this decisive 
passage, that “the Apostle does not here specify things themselves, namely, celestial and terres- 
trial substances, but merely states of things, namely, thrones, dominions, &c, which are only 
_xanks and orders of beings in the rational and moral world.” Was it, then, forgotten, that before 
St Paul speaks of things in rank and order, he speaks of all things collectively which are in 
- heaven and in earth, visible and invisible? Ifso, he then, unquestionably, speaks of “ things 
themselves,” or he speaks of nothing. Wor is it true, that, in the enumeration of thrones, 
dominions, &c, he speaks of the creation of ranks and orders. He does not speak “ merely of 
states of things, but of things in states; he does not say that Christ created thrones, and domi- 
nions, and principalities, and powers, which would have been more to their purpose, but that he 
created all things, ‘whether’ sre, ‘they be thrones, &c.” The Apostle adds, that all things 
were created by him, and ror him, as the end; which could not be said of Christ, even if a 
moral creation were intended, since, on the Socinian hypothesis that he is a mere man, a 
prophet of God, he is but the instrument of restoring man to obedience and subjection, for the 
glory and in accomplishment of the purposes of God. But how is the whole of this description 
to be made applicable to a figurative creation, to the moral restoration of lapsed beings? It is 
as plainly historical as the words of Moses, “In the beginning God created the heavens and 
the earth.” “Things visible” and “things on earth” comprise, of course, all those objects 
which, being neither-sensible nor rational, are incapable of moral regeneration, while “ things 
in heaven” and ‘things invisible” comprise the angels which never sinned, and who need no 
repentance and no renewal. . Such are those gross perversions of the word of God which this 
heresy induces, and with such indelible evidence is the Divinity of our Lord declared by 
his acts of power and glory, as the Universat Crearor. ‘The admirable observations of 
Bishop Pearson may, properly, conclude what has been said on this important passage of 
inspired writ. 3 : a { 
“Tn these words our Saviour is expressly styled the ‘first-born of every creature,’ that is, 
begotten by God, as ‘the Son of his love,’ antecedently to all other emanations, before any 
thing proceeded from Him, or was framed and created by him, And that precedency is presently 
proved by this undeniable argument, that all other emanations or productions come from Him, 
and whatsoever received its being by creation was by Him created, which assertion is delivered 
in the most proper, full, and frequent expressions imaginable: First, in the plain language of 
Moses, as most consonant to his description: ‘for by him, were all things created that are in 
heaven, and that are in earth;’ signifying thereby that he speaketh of the same creation. 
Secondly, by a division which Moses never used, as describing the production only of corporeal 
substances: lest, therefore, those iramaterial beings might seem exempted from the Son’s creation, 
because omitted in Moses’s description, he addeth ‘visible and imvisible;’ and lest in that 
invisible world, among the many degyess of celestial hierarchy, any order might seem exempted 
from an essential dependence on Him, he nameth those which are of greatest eminence, ‘ whether 
they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers,’ and under them comprehendeth all 
the rest. Nor doth it yet suffice, thus to extend the object of His power, by asserting all things 
to be made by him, except it be so understood as to acknowledge the sovereignty of His person, 
and the authority of His action. For lest we should conceive-the Son of God framing the 
world as a mere instrumental cause which worketh by and for another, he showeth Him as 
well the final as the efficient cause ; for, ‘all things were created by Him and for Him” Lastly, 
whereas all things first receive their being by creation, and when they have received it, con- 
tinue in the same by virtue of God’s conservation, ‘in whom we live and move and have our 
being; lest in any thing we should not depend immediately upon the Son of God, He is 
described as the conserver, as well as the Creator, for ‘He is before all things, and by him all 
things consist. If then we consider these two latter verses by themselves, “we cannot deny 
but they are a most complete description of the Creator of the world; and if they were spoken 
of God the Father, could be no way injurious to his majesty, who is no where more plainly, 
or fully set forth unto us as the Maker of the world.” E 
But our Lord himself professes to do other acts, besides the great act of ereating, which are 
peculiar to God; and such acts are also attributed to him by his inspired Apostles. His 
preserving of all things made by him has already been mentioned, and which implies not only 
a Divine power, but also ubiquity, since he must be present to all things, in order to their con- 
stant conservation. ‘The final destruction of the whole frame of material nature is also as 
expressly attributed to him as its creation. “Thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the 
foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the works of thine hands; these shall perish, but 
thou remainest, and as a vesture SHALT THOU FOLD THEM UP, and they shall be changed.” Here 
omnipotent power is seen “changing,” and removing, and taking away the, vast universe of 
material things with the same ease as it was spoken into being and at first disposed into order. 
Generally, too, our Lord claims to perform the works of his Father. ‘IfI do not the works 
of my Father, believe me not; but if I po, though ye believe not me, believe the works.” Should 
this, even, be restrained to the working of miracles, the argument remains the same. No 
Prophet, no Apostle, ever used such language in speaking of his miraculous gifts. Here Christ 
declares that he performs the works of his Father; not merely that the Father worked by 
him, but that he himself did the works of God ; which can only mean works proper or peculiar 
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to God, and which a Divine power oni could effect. (8) So the Jews understood him, for, 
upon this declaration, “they sought again to take him.” That this power of working miracles 
was in him an original power, appears also from his bestowing that power upon his disciples. 
«Behold I atve unto you power to tread on serpents, and scorpions, and over all:the power,.of 
the enemy, and nothing shall by any means hurt you,” Luke x, 1930/48 And HE GAVE them 
power and authority over all devils and to.cure diseases,” Luke ix, 1, Their miracles were, 
therefore, to be performed in his name, by which the power of effecting them was expressly 
reserved to him. ‘In my Name shall they cast out devils;” “and His Name through faith in 
HIS NAME hath made this man strong.” : 2 

The manner in which our Lord promises the Holy Spirit is farther in proof that he performs 
acts peculiar to the Godhead. - He speaks of “sending the Spirit” in the language of one who 
hadhuateriginal right and.an inherent power to bestow that wondrous gift which was to impart 
miraculous energies, and heavenly wisdom, comfort, and purity to human minds. Does the 
Pathoy ent the Spirit? he claims the same power,—“ the Comforter, whom I will send unto 

ou.” ‘The Spirit is, on this account, called “the Spirit of Christ” and “the Spirit of God.” 
Thus the giving of the Spirit is indifferently ascribed to the Son and to the Father; but when 
that gift is mediately bestowed by the Apostles, no such language is assumed by them: they 

ray to Christ, and to the Father in his name, and he, their exalted: Master, sheds forth the 
hhessine ts therefore being by the right hand of God. exalted, and having received of the Father 
the promise of the Holy Ghost, um hath shed forth this, which ye now see and hear.” ' 

Another of the unquestionably peculiar acts of God, isthe forgiveness of sing. In the manifest 
reason of the thing, no one can forgive but the-party offended ; and, as sin is the trans 
of the law of God, he, alone, is the offended party, and he only, therefore, can forgive. Mediately, 
others may declare his pardoning acts, or the conditions on which he determines to forgive; but, 
authoritatively, there can be no actual forgiveness of sins against God: but by God himself. But 
Christ forgives sin authoritatively, and he 1s, therefore, God. One passage is all that is necessary 
to prove this. “He said to the sick of the palsy, Son, be of good cheer, thy sins be forgiven 
thee.” The scribes, who were present, understood that he did ease igiiocly. and assumed, 
in this case, the rights of Divinity. ‘They therefore said, among themselves, ‘This man blas- 
phemeth.” What then is the conduct of our Lord? Does he admit that he only ministerially 
declared, in consequence of some revelation, that God had forgiven the sins of the paralytic? 
On the contrary, he works a miracle to prove to them, that the very right which they disputed 
was vested in him, that he had this authority—“ but, that ye may KNow that the Son of man 
hath power on earth to forgive sins, then saith he to the sick of the palsy, Arise, take-up thy: 
bed, and go into thine own house.” ae esi : : 

Such were the acts performed by our Saviour, in the days of his sojourn on earth, and which 
he is represented, by his inspired Apostles, to be still constantly performing, or as having the 
power to perform. If any creature is capable of doing the same mighty works, then 1s all 
distinction between created finite matures-and the uncreated Infinite destroyed. If such a 


~ distinction, in fact, exists; if neither creation, preservation, nor salvation be possible to a mere 


creature, we have seen that they are possible to Christ, because he actually creates, preserves, 
and saves; and the inevitable conclusion is, THAT HE IS VERY GoD, Wek 
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CHAPTER XV. i 


DrvinE WorsuiP PAID TO CuRIsT. 
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" From Christ’s own acts we may pass to those of his disciples, and particularly to one which 
unequivocally marks their opinion respecting his Divinity: they worsnir him.as a Divine 
‘Person, and they enjoin this also upon Christians to the end of time. If Christ, therefore, is not 
God, the Apostles were idolaters, and Christianity is a system of impiety. This is a point so 
important as to demand a close investigation. — : ah s 
The fact that Divine worship was’ paid to Christ by his disciples rnust be first established. 
Instances of falling down at the feet of Jesus and worshipping him are so frequent in the 
Gospel, that it is not necessary to select the instances which are so familiar; and though we 
‘allow that the word mpocxvvew is sometimes used.to express that lowly reverence with which, 
“in the East, it has been always customary to salute persons considered as greatly superior, 
and especially rulers and sovereigns, it is yet the same word which, im a great number of 
instances, is used to express the worship of the Supreme Gop. We are,. then, to collect the 
intention of the act of worship, whether designed as a token of profound civil respect, or of 
real and Divine adoration, from the circumstances of the instances on record. When a leper 
comes and “ worsuips” Christ, professing to believe that he had the power of healing diseases, 
_and that in himself, which power he could exercise at his will, all which he expresses by say- 
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(8) “Si non facio ea ipsa divina opera, que pater meus facit; si que facio, non habent divine virtutis 
specimen,”—Rosenmuller, “ Opera Patris mei, i. e. que Patri, sive Deo, sunt propria: que a nemine alio 
fieri queunt.””—Poli Synop. wi 
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ing, “ Lord, if thou wir, thou canst make me clean,” we see a Jew retaining that faith of 
the Jewish church in its purity which had been corrupted among so many of his nation, that 
he Messiah was to be a Divine Person; and, viewing our Lord under that character, he 
rded: his miraculous powers as original and personal, and so hesitated not to worship him. 
ere, then, is a case in which the circumstances clearly show that the worship was religious 
and supreme. When the man who had been cured of blindness by Jesus, and who had 
defended his prophetic character before the council, before he knew that he had a higher cha- 
racter than that of a prophet, was met in private by Jesus, and instructed in the additional 
fact, that he was “He Son or Gop,” he worshipped him. “Jesus heard, that they had cast 
him out, and when he had found him, he said unto him, Dost thou believe on the Son of God? 
He answered and said, Who is he, Lord, that I might believe on him? And Jesus said unto 
him, Thou hast both seen him, and it is he.that talketh with.thee. And he said, Lord, I 
believe ; and he worsuipPep him :’—worshipped him, be it observed, under his character 
“Son of God,” a title which, we have already seen, was regarded by the Jews as implying 
actual Divinity, and which the man understood to raise Jesus far above the rank of a mere 
- oa la The worship paid by this man must, thérefore, in its intention, have been supreme, 
for it was offered to an acknowledged Divine Person, the Son of God. When the disciples, 
fully yielding to’the demonstration of our Lord’s Messiahship, arising out of a series of splen- 
did miracles, recognised him also under his personal character, “ they came and worshipped 
him, saying, Of a truth thou art the Son of Gop!” Matt. xiv, 33. When Peter, upon the 
miraculous draught of fishes, “fell at his feet,” and said, “Depart from me, for I am a sinful 
map © Lord,” these expressions themselves mark as strongly the awe and apprehension 
which is produced in the breast of a sinful man, when he feels himself in the presence of 
Divinity itself, as when Isaiah exclaims, in his vision of the Divine glory, “ Wo 1s me, for I 
am undone, for lam a man of.unclean'lips, and dwell among a people of unclean lips, for mine 
eyes have seen the King the Lord of Hosts.” ridetind 
The circumstances, then, which accompany these instances make it evident, that the worship 
here paid to‘our Lord was of the highest order ; and they will serve to explain several other 
cases in the Gospels, similar in the act though not accompanied with illustrative circumstances 
so explicit. But there is one general consideration of importance which applies to them all. 
Such acts of lowly prostration as are called worship were chiefly paid to civil governors. Now 
our Lord cautiously avoided giving the least sanction to the notion that he had any civil pre- 
tensions, and that his object was to make himself king. It would, therefore, have been a 
marked inconsistency to suffer himself to be saluted with the homage of prostration proper to 
civil governors, and which, indeed, was not always in Judea, rendered to them. He-did not 
receive this homage, then, under the character of a. civil ruler or sovereign; and under what 
character could he receive it?’ Not in compliance with the haughty custom of the Jewish 
Rabbis, who exacted great external reverence from their disciples, for he sharply reproved 
ther haughtiness-and love of adulation and honour; not as a simple teacher of religion, for 
his Apostles might then have imitated his example, since, upon the Socinian hypothesis of 
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his mere manhood, ‘they, when they had collected disciples and founded churches, had as. 


clear a right to this distinction as he himself, had it only been one of appropriate and common 
courtesy sanctioned by their master. But when do we read of their receiving worship with- 
out spurning it on the very ground that “they were men of like passions” with others? How, 
then, is it to be accounted for, that our Lord never forbade or discouraged this practice as to 
himself, or even shunned it? In no other way, than that he was conscious of his natural 
right to the homage thus paid; and that he accepted it as the expression of a faith which, 
though sometimes wavering, because of the obscurity which darkened the minds of his 
followers, and which even his own conduct, mysterious as it necessarily was, till “he openly 
showed himself” after his passion, tended to produce, yet sometimes pierced through the cloud 
and saw and acknowedged, in the Word made flesh, “the glory as of the only-begotten of 
the Father, full of grace and truth.” © ; ioe 

But to proceed with instances of worship subsequent to our Lord’s resurrection and ascen- 
sion: “He was parted from them, and carried up into heaven, and they worsuiprep him, 
and returned to Jerusalem with great joy,” Luke xxiv, 51, 52. Here the act must necessarily 
have been one of Divine adoration, since it was performed after “ he was parted from them,” 
and.cannot be resolved ifito the customary token of personal respect paid to superiors. ‘This 
was always done in the presence of the superior; never by the Jews in his absence. 


When the Apostles were assembled to fill up the place of Judas, the lots being prepared, 


they ee “Thou, Lord, who knowest the hearts of all men, show whether of these men 
thou hast chosen.” That this prayer is addressed to Christ is clear, from its being his special 
prerogative to choose his own disciples, who, therefore, styled themselves “ Apostles,” not of 
the Father, but “of Jesus Christ.” Here, then, is a direct act of worship, because an act of 
prayer; and our Lord is addressed as he who “ knows the hearts of all men.” Nor is this more 
than he himself claims in the Revelation, “ And all the churches shall know that I am he that 
searcheth the reins and the heart.” s 

~ When Stephen, the protomartyr, was stoned, the writer of the Acts of the Apostles records 
two instances of prayer offered to our Lord by this man “ full of the Holy Ghost,” and therefore, 
according to this declaration, under plenary inspiration. “orp Jesus! RECEIVE MY spirit !? 
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“¢Lorp, Lay NOT THIS SIN TO THEIR CHARGE!” In the former he acknowledges Christ to be the 
disposer of the eternal states of men: in the latter, he acknowledges him to be the governor — 
and judge of men, having power to remit, pass by, or visit their sins. All these are manifestly 
Divine acts, which sufficiently show, that St. Stephen addressed his prayers to Christ as Gop. 
The note from Lindsay, inserted in the Socinian version, shows the manner in which the 
Socinians attempt to evade this instance of direct prayer being offered by the Apostles to 
Christ. “This address of Stephen to Jesus, when he actually saw him, does not authorize 
us to offer prayers to him now he is invisible.” And this is seriously alleged! How does 
the circumstance of an object of prayer and religious worship being seen or unseen alter the 
case? May a man, when seen, be an object of prayer, to whom, unseen, it would be unlawful 
to pray? The Papists, if this were true, would find a new refutation of their practice of invo- 
cating dead saints furnished by the Socinians.. Were they alive and seen, prayer to them 
would be lawful ; but now they are invisible, it is idolatry! Even tmage worship would derive, 
from this easuistry, a sort of apology, as the seen image is, at least, the visible representation 
of the invisible saint or angel. But let the case be put fairly: suppose a dying person to 
pray to a man, visible and near his bed, “Lord, receive my spirit: Lord, lay not sin to the 
charge of my enemies,” who sees not that this would be gross idolatry? And yet if Jesus be 
a mere man, the idolatry is the same, though that man be in heaven. It will not alter the 
case, for the Socinian to say that the man Jesus is exalted to great dignity and rule in the 
invisible world; for he is, after all, on their showing, but a'servant; not a dispenser of the 
eternal states of men, not an avenger or a passer by of sin, in his own right, that he should la: 
sin to the charge of any one, or not lay it, as he might be desired to do by a disciple; and if 
St. Stephen had these views of him, he would not, surely, have asked.of a servant, what a 
servant had no power to grant. Indeed, the Socinians themselves give up the point, by deny- 
ing that Christ 1s lawfully the object of prayer. There, however, he is prayed to, beyond all 
controversy, and his right and power to dispose of the disembodied spirits of men is as 
much recognised in the invocation ‘of the dying Stephen, as the same right and power in 
the Father, in the last prayer of our Lord himself: “Father, into thy hands I commend 
my spirit.” aed A 
s Tre Dr. Priestley’s objection, that this is an inconsiderable instance, and is to be regarded as 
a mere ejaculation, Bishop Horsley forcibly replies: “St. Stephen’s short ejaculatory address 
you had not forgotten; but you say it is very inconsiderable. But, sir, why is it inconsider- 
able? Is it because it was only an ejaculation? Ejaculations are often prayers of the most 
fervid kind ; the most, expressive of self-abasement and adoration. Is it for'its brevity that it 
is inconsiderable? What, then, is the precise length of words which is requisite to make a. 
rayer an act of worship? ‘Was this petition preferred on an occasion of distress, on which a 

ivinity might be naturally invoked? Was it a petition for a succour which none but a 
Divinity could grant? If this was the case, it was surely an act of worship. Is the situation 
of the worshipper the circumstance which, in your judgment, sir, lessens the authority of his 
example? You suppose, perhaps, some consternation of his faculties, arising from distress and 
fear. The history justifies no such supposition. It describes the utterance of the final prayer, 
as a deliberate act of one who knew his situation, and possessed his understanding. After 
praying for himself, he kneels down to pray for his persecutors : and such was the composure 
with which he died, although the manner of his death was the most tumultuous and terrifying, 
that, as if he had expired quietly upon his bed, the sacred historian says, that ‘he fell asleep, 
If, therefore, you would insinuate, that St. Stephenewas not himself, when he sent forth this - 
‘short ejaculatory address to Christ,’ the history refutes you. If he was himself, you cannot 
justify his prayer to Christ, while you deny that Christ is God, upon any principle that might 
not equally justify you or me, in praying to the blessed Stephen. If St. Stephen, in the full 
possession of his faculties, prayed to him who is no God, why do we reproach the Romanist, 
when he chants the litany of his saints 2” ; SS ae 

St. Paul, also, in that affliction, which he metaphorically describes by “a thorn-in the flesh,” 
“sought the Lord thrice” that it might depart from him; and the answer shows thatthe 
Lorp,” to whom he addressed his prayer, was Curist; for he adds, “and he said unto me, 
My grace is sufficient for thee, for my strength is made perfect in weakness: most gladly, 
therefore, will I glory in my infirmities, that the Power or Curis may rest upon me ;” 
clearly signifying the power of him who had said, in answer to his prayer, “My strength, 
duvapts, power, is made perfect in weakness.” ; ; 

St. Paul also prays to Christ, conjointly with the Father, in behalf of the Thessalonians, 
“Now our Lory Jesus Curist nimser, and God, even our Father, which hath loved us, and 
hath given us everlasting consolation, and good hope through grace, comfort your hearts, and 
stablish you in every good work,” 2 Thess. ii, 16, 17. In like manner he invokes our Lord to 
grant his spiritual presence to Timothy: “The Lord Jesus be with thy spirit,” 2 Tim. iv, 22. 
‘The invoking of Christ is, indeed, adduced by St. Paul as a distinctive characteristic of 
Christians, so that among all the primitive churches this practice must have been universal. 
“Unto the church of God which is at Corinth, to them that are sanctified in Christ Jesus, 
called to be saints, with all that Iv EVERY PLACE CALL UPON THE NAME oF Jesus CurisT oui 
Lord, both theirs and ours,” 1Cor. i, 2. “It appears, from the expression here and elsewhere 
used, that to invocate the name of our Lord Jesus Christ was a practice characterizing and 
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distinguishing Christians from infidels.” (9) Thus St. Paul is said, before his conversion, to have 
had “authority from the chief priests to bind all rHaT caLL UPON THY NAME.” The Socinian 
criticism is, that the phrase emkaAeroSat ro ovona may be translated either “to call on the name,” 
or be called by the name; and they, therefore, render 1 Cor. i, 2, “all that are called by the 
name of Jesus Christ.” If, however, all that can be said in favour of this rendering is, that the 
‘verb may be rendered passively, how is it that they choose to render it actively in all places, 
except where their system is to be om eat This itself is suspicious. But it is not necessary 
to produce the refutation of this criticism given by several of their learned opponents, who 
have shown that the verb, followed by an accusative case, usually, if not constantly, is used, in 
its active signification, to call upon, to invoke. One passage is sufficient to prove both the active 
signification of the phrase, when thus applied, and also that to call upon the name of Christ 
is an act of the highest worship. “For whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall 
be saved,” Rom. x, 13. This is quoted from the Prophet Joel. St. Peter, in his sermon on the 
day of Pentecost, makes use of it as a prophecy ofChrist, and the argument of St. Paul 
imperatively requires us also to understand it of him. Now this prophecy proves that the 
in question is used for invocation, since it is not true that whosoever shall be called by the 
name of the Lord will be saved, but those only who rightly call upon it; it proves also, that the 
calling upon the name of the Lord, here mentioned, is a religious act, for it is calling upon the - 
name of JeHovan, the word usedby the Prophet Joel, the consequence of which act of faith 
aad worship is salvation. “This text, indeeds presents us with a-double argument in favour 
of our Lord’s Divinity. First, it applies to him what, by the Prophet Joel, is spoken of 
Jehovah; secondly, it affirms him to be the object of religious adoration. Either of these 
particulars does, mdeed, ed the other; for if he be Jehovah, he must be the object of 
religious adoration ; and if he be the object of religious adoration, he must be Jehovah.” (1) 
In the Revelation, too, we find St. John worshipping Christ, “falling at his feet as one 
dead.” St. Paul also declares “that at the name of Jesus Every KNEE shall bow,” which, in 
Scripture language, signifies an act of religious worship. ‘For this cause I bow my knees to 
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” “ : 

But this homage and adoration of Christ is not confined to men; it is practised among: 
heavenly beings. “ And again, when he bringeth in the first-begotten into the world, he saith, 
And LET ALL THE ANGELS oF Gop worsuir Him.” For the purpose of evading the force of 
these words, the Socinians, in their Version, have chosen the absurdity of rendering ayyedoe 
throughout this chapter by “messengers,” but in the next chapter, as though the subject would, 
by that time, be out of the reader’s mind, they return to the common version, “angels.” Thus . 
they make the “spirits and flames of fire,” or, as they render it, “winds and flames of light- 
‘ning,” to be the ancient prophets or messengers, not angels; and of these same prophets and 
messengers, who lived-several thousand years ago, their translation affirms that they “are sent 
forth to minister for them who shall be (in future!) heirs of salvation.” ‘The absurdity is so 

apparent, that it is scarcely necessary to add, that, in the New Testament, though “angel” is 
sometimes applied to men, yet “angels of God” is a phrase never used, but to express an order 
of heavenly intelligences. ~ - 

{f, however, either prophets or angels were commanded to worshi p Christ, his Divinity would 
be equally proved, and, therefore, the note on this text in the New Version teaches, that “to 
worship Christ” here means to acknowledge him as their superior ; and urges that the text is 
cited from the LX X, Deut. xxxii, 43, “where it is spoken of the Hebrew nation, and, there- 
fore, cannot be understood of religious worship.” But whoever will turn to the LXX, will see 
that it is not the Hebrew nation, but Jehovah, who is exhibited in that passage as the object 
of worship; and if, therefore, the text -were cited from the book of Deuteronomy, and the 
genuineness of the passage in the LX'X were allowed, for it is not in the present Hebrew text, 
it would only afford another proof, that, in the mind of the Apostles, the Jehovah of the Old 
‘Testament and the Christ of the New are the same being, and that equal worship is due to 
doth. We have, however, an unquestioned text in the Old Testament, Psalm xcvii, 7, from 
which the quotation is obviously made; where, in the Hebrew, it is “worship him, all ye 
gods,” a probable ellipsis for “the angels of the Aleim ;” for the LX X uses the word “angels.” 
This Psalm the Apostle, therefore, understood of Christ, and in this the old Jewish inter- 
preters agree with him; (2) and though he is not mentioned in it by any of his usual Old 
‘Testament titles, except that of Jehovah, it clearly predicts the overthrow of idolatry by the 
introduction of the kingdom of this Jehovah. It follows, then, that, as idolatry was not 
overthrown by Judaism, but by the kingdom of Christ, it is Christ, as the head and author of 
this kingdom, of whom the Psalrnist speaks, and whom he sees receiving the worship of the 

' angels of God upon its introduction and establishment. This, also, agrees with the words by 
which the Apostle introduces the quotation. “And again, when he bringeth in the first~ 
begotten into the world,” the habitable world; which intimates that it was upon some solemn 
occasion, when engaged in some solemn act, that the angels were commanded to worship him, 
and this act is represented in the ninety-seventh Psalm as the establishment of his kingdom, 
Bishop Horsley’s remarks on this Psalm are equally just and beautiful. 

(9) Dr. Benson. ; () Bishop Horne. (2) “ Psalmos omnes a KOJI ad Cl in se continere 
mysterium Messiz dixit David Kimshi,”—Rosenmuller, é ; , 
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“That Jehovah’s kingdom in some sense or other is the subject of this divine song, cannot 


be made a question, fol thus it opens,—‘ Jehovah reigneth.’ ‘The Psalm, therefore, must be 


understood either of God’s natural kingdom over his whole creation ; of his particular kingdom 
over the Jews, his chosen people; or of that kingdom which is called in the New Testament 
the kingdom of heaven, the kingdom of God, or the kingdom of Christ. For of any other 
kingdom besides these three, men never heard or read. God’s peculiar kingdom over the Jews 
cannot be the subject of this Psalm, because all nations of the earth are called upon to rejoice 
in the acknowledgment of this great truth, ‘Jehovah reigneth, let the earth rejoice; let the 
many isles be glad thereof’ The many isles are the various regions of the habitable world. 
eal The same consideration, that Jehovah’s kingdom is mentioned as a subject of general 
thanksgiving, proves that God’s universal dominion over his whole creation, cannot be the 
kingdom in the prophet’s mind. For in this kingdom a great majority of the ancient world, 


the idolaters, were considered, not as subjects who might rejoice in the glory of their monarch ; _ 


but as rebels who had every thing to fear from his just resentment. _ 

“Jt remains therefore, that-Christ’s kingdom is that kingdom of Jehovah which the inspired 
poet celebrates as the occasion of universal joy: And this will farther appear by the sequel 
‘of the song. After four verses, in which the transcendent. glory, the irresistible power, and 
inscrutable perfection of the Lord, who to the joy of all nations reigneth, are painted In poetical 
images, taken partly from the awful scene on Simai which a ompanied the delivery of the law, 
partly from ether manifestations of God’s presense with the Igaclits in their journey through 
the wilderness, he proceeds, in the sixth verse, ‘ The heavens declare his righteousness, and all 
the people see his glory.’ We read in the 19th psalm, that ‘the heavens declare the glory of 
God.’.. And the glory of God, the power and the intelligence of the Creator, is indeed visibly 
declared in the fabric of the material world. But I cannot see how the structure of the heavens 

-can demonstrate the sighteousness.of God. Wisdom and power may be displayed in the con-~ 
trivance of an inanimate machine; but righteousness cannot appear in the arrangement of the 
parts, or the direction of the motions of lifeless matter.. The heavens therefore, in their exter- 


nal structure, cannot declare their Maker’s righteousness. But the heavens, in another sense. 
? bo} ? t dae” 


attested the righteousness of Christ when the voice from heaven declared him the beloved Son 
of God, in whom the Father was well pleased; and when the preternatural darkness of the 
sun at the crucifixion, and other agonies of nature, drew that confession from the Heathen 
centurion who attended the'execution, that the suffering Jesus was the Son of God; ‘ And all 
the people see his glory” The word people, in the smgular, for the most part denotes God’s 
chosen people, the Jewish nation, unless any other particular people happen to be the subject 
of discourse. But peoples, in the plural, is put for all the other races of mankind as distinct 
from the chosen people. The word here is in the plural form, ‘And all the peoples see his 
glory.” But when, or in what did any of the peoples, the idolatrous nations, see the glory of 
God? Literally they never saw his glory. The effulgence of the Shechinah never was dis- 
played to them, except when it blazed forth upon the Egyptians to strike them with a panic; 
or when the towering pillar of flame, which marshalled the Israelites in the wilderness, was 
seen by the inhabitants of Palestine and Arabia as a threatening meteor in their sky. Jntel- 
lectually no idolaters ever saw the glory of God, for they never acknowledged his power and 
Godhead: had they thus seen his glory, they had ceased to be idolaters. But al! the peoples, 
by the preaching of the Gospel, saw the glory of Christ. They saw it literally im the miracles 
performed by his Apostles; they saw it spiritually when they perceived the purity of his 
precepts, when they acknowledged the truth of his dgctrine, when they embraced the profession 
of Christianity, and owned Christ for their Saviour and their God. The Psalmist goes on, 
‘Confounded be all they that serve graven images, that boast themselves of idols. Worshi 

him, all ye gods.’ In the original this verse has not at all the form of a malediction, whieh it 
has acquired in our translation from the use of the strong word confounded. ‘Let them be 


ashamed.’ This is the utmost that the Psalmist says. ‘The prayer that they may be ashamed | 


of their folly, and repent of it, is very different from an imprecation of confusion, But in truth 
the Psalmist rather seems to speak prophetically, without any thing either of prayer or impre- 
cation— they shall be ashamed.’ Having seen the glory of Christ they shall be ashamed of 
the idols, which in the times of ignorance they worshipped. . In the 8th and 9th verses, looking 
forward to the times when the fulness of the Gentiles shall be come in, and the remnant. of 


Israel shall turn to the Lord, he describes the daughter of Judzh as rejoicing at the news.ofthe | 


mercy extended to the Gentile world, and exulting in the universal extent of Jehovah’s kingdom, 
and the general acknowledgment of his Godhead.” (3) ; 

The argument of the Apostle is thus made clear; he proves Christ superior to angels and 
therefore Divine, because angels themselves are commanded “ to worship him.” (4) Nor is this 
the only prophetic psalm in which the religious worship of Messiah is predicted. The 72d 


Psalm, alone, is full of this doctrine. ‘They shall rear thee as long as the sun and moon | 


endure?’ ‘All kings shall worsnip (or, FALL Down) before him; all nations shall seryvz 


him.” ‘Prayer shall be made ever for (or, to) him, and daily shall he be PRAISED.” +h 


@ Nine Sermons. 


f 


4) “Ceterum recte argumentatur apostolus: si angeli Regem illum maximum adorare debent; ergo sunt — 


Wo inferiores.”—Rosenmuller in loc. 


i 


ee! Ms 


SECOND.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. _ 805 


_ Finally, as to the direct worship of Christ, the book of Revelation; in its scenic representa- 
tions, exhibits him as, equally with the Father, the object of the worship of angels and of 
— saints; and, in chapter 8th, places every creature in the universe, the inhabitants of 

ell only excepted, in prostrate adoration at his footstool. And every creature which is in 
heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are in 

' them, heard I saying, Blessing, and honour, and glory, and power, be unto him that sitteth 
upon the throne, AND UNTO THE Lame for ever and ever.” f 

To these instances are to be added, all the Doxoxoaiss to Christ, in common with the Father 
and the Holy Spirit, and all the BenrpicTions made in his-name in common with theirs; for 
all these are forms of worship. The first consist of ascriptions of equal and Divine honours, 
with grateful recognitions of the Being addressed, as the author of benefits received; the second 
are a solemn blessing of os in the name of God, and were derived from the practice of the 
Jewish priests and the still older patriarchs, who blessed others in the name of J. ehovah, as his 
representatives. Pia * : i 

Of the first, the following may be given, as a few out of many instances. “'The Lord shall 
deliver me from every evil work, a ee preserve me to his heavenly kingdom: to whom be 
Gory for ever and ever,” 2 Tim. iy, 18. “But grow in grace, and in the knowledge of our 
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ: tohim be erory both now and for ever. Amen,” 2 Pet, iii, 18. 
“Unto him that loved us, and‘washed us from our sins in his own blood, and hath made us 
kings and priests unto God and his Father ; to him be Lory and pominion for ever and ever. 
Amen,” Rev. i, 5,6. “When we consider the great difference between-these doxologies and 
the commendations but sparingly given in the Scriptures to mere men; the serious and reveren- 
tial manner in which they are introduced ; and the superlative praise they convey, so far sur- 
passing what humanity can deserve, we cannot but suppose, that the being to whom they 

Tefer is really Divine. The ascription of eternal glory and everlasting dominion, if addressed 
to any creature, however exalted, would be idolatrous and profane.” (5) Of benedictions the 
commencement and conclusion of several of the epistles furnish instances, so regular in their 
form, as to make it clearly appear, that the apostles and the priests of the New Testament 
constantly blessed the people ministerially in the name of Christ, as one of the blessed Trinity. 
This consideration alone shows that the benedictions are not, as the Socinians would take 
them, to be considered as cursory expressions of good will. ‘Grace to you, and peace from 
God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.” This, with little variation, is the common form 
of salutation; and the usual parting benediction is, “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be 
with you all;” or, more fully, “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God, and the 
communion of the Holy Ghost, be with you all.” In answer to the Socinian perversion, that 
these are mere “ wishes,” it has been well and wisely observed, that “this objection overlooks, 
or notices very slightly, the point on which the whole question turns, the nature of the blessings 
sought, and the qualities which they imply in the Person as whose donation they are deliberately 
desired. ‘These blessings are not of that kind which one creature is competent to bestow upon 
another. They refer to the judicial state of an accountable being before God, to the remission 
of moral offences, to the production and preservation of certain mental qualities which none 
can efficaciously and immediately give but he who holds the dominion of human minds and 
feelings, and to the enjoyments of i hom and endless felicity. They are grace, mercy, and 
peace. Grace, the free favour of the Eternal Majesty to those who have forfeited every claim 
to it, such favour as in itsown nature and in the contemplation of the supplicant, is the sole 
and effective cause of deliverance from the greatest evils, and acquisition of the greatest good. 
Mercy, the compassion of infinite goodness, conferring its richest bestowments of holiness and 
happmess on the ruined, miserable, and helpless. Peace, the tranquil and delightful feeling 
which results from the rational hope of possessing these enjoynents. Thesé are the highest 
blessings that Omnipotent Benevolence can give, or a dependent nature receive. To desire 
such. blessings, either in the mode of direct address or in that of d pindieis wish, from any 
being who is not. possessed of omnipotent gordness, would be, not ‘innocent and proper,’ but 
sinful and absurd in the highest degree. Wen, therefore, we find every Apostle whose epistles 
are extant, pouring out his ‘expressions of desire,’ with the utmost simplicity and energy, for 
these blessings, as proceeding #om ‘our Lord Jesus Christ,’ equally with ‘God our Father,’ we 
cannot but regard it as te just and necessary conclusion that Christ and the Father are one in 
a perfection which originates the highest blessings, and in the honour due for the gift of those 
blessings.” (6) ; , 

So eleaity does the New T'estament show that supreme worship was paid to Christ, as well 
as to the Father; and the practice obtained as a matter of course, as a matter quite undisputed 
in the primitive church, and has so continued, in all orthodox churches, to this day. ‘Thus 
heathen writers represented the first Christians as worshippers of Christ ; and, as for the prac- 
tice of the primitive church, it is not necessary to quote passages from the fathers, which are 
so well known, or so easily found in all books which treat on this subject. It is sufficient 
evidence of the practice, that when, in the fourth century, the Arians taught, that our Lord 
was a super angelic creature only, they departed not, in the instance of worship, from a0 
homage paid to him in the universal church; but continued to adore Christ. On this ground 


5) Holden’s Testimonies, 6) Smith’s Person of Christ. 
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the orthodox justly branded them with idolatry ; and, in order to avoid the force of the charge, 
they invented those sophistical distinctions as to superior and inferior worship which the Papists, 
in later times, introduced, in order to excuse the worship of saints and angels. Even. the old 
Socinians allowed Christ to be the object of religious adoration; so impossible was it, even 
for them, to oppose themselves all at once to the reproving and condemning universal example 
of the church of Christ in all ages. : ’ i nares 4 
Having, then, established the fact of the worship of Christ by his immediate followers, whose 
recepts and example have, in this matter, been followed by all the faithful; let us consider 
the religious principles which the first disciples held, in order to determine whether they could 
have so worshipped Christ, unless his true divinity had been, with them, a fundamental and 
universally received doctrine. They were Jews; and Jews of an age in which their nation 
had long shaken off its idolatrous propensities, and which was distinguished by its zeal against 
all worship, or expressions of religious trust and hope being directed, not only to false gods, 
(to idols,) but to creatures. The great principle of the law was, ‘Thou shalt have no other 
gods before (or, besides) me.” .It was, therefore, commanded by Moses, “Thou shalt fear the 
Lord thy God, and. him shalt thou serve;” which words are quoted by our Lord in his 
temptation, when solicited to worship Satan, so as to prove that to fear God and to serve him 
are expressions which signify worship, and that allother beings but God are excluded from it. 
“Thou shalt worsuip the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.” -The argument, too, 
in the quotation, is not that Satan had no right to receive worship because he was an evil 
spirit; but that, whatever he might be, or whoever should make that claim, God only is to be 
worshipped. By this, also, we see that Christianity made no alteration in Judaism, as to the 
article of doctrine, for our Lord himself here adopts it as his own principle; he quotes it from 
the writings of Moses, and so transmitted it, on his own authority, to.his followers. Accord- 
ingly, we find the Apostles teaching and practising this as a first.principle of their religion. 
St. Paul (Rora. i, 21-25) charges the heathen with not glorifying God when they knew him, 
and worshipping and serving “the creatwre more than (or, besides) the Creator, who is blessed 
for ever.’ ‘Wherein the Apostle,” says Waterland, “ plainly intimates, that the Creator 
only is to be served, and that the idolatry of the Heathens lay in their worshipping of the 
creature. He does not blame thenr for giving sovereign or absolute worship to creatures, they 
could scarcely be so silly as to imagine there could be more than one supreme God ; but for 
giving any worship to them at all, sovereign or inferior.” (7) Again; when he mentions it as 
one of the crimes of the Galatians, previous to their conversion to Christianity, that they: “did 
SERVICE unto them which by nature were no gods,” he plainly intimates, that no one has.a title 
to religious service but he who is by nature God; and, if so, he himself could not worship or 
do service to Christ, unless he believed him to possess a natural and essential divinity. 

The practice of the Apostles, too, was in strict accordance with this principle. Thus, when 
worship was offered to St. Peter, by Cornelius, who certainly did not take him to be God, he 
forbade it: so also Paul and Barnabas forbade it at Lystra, with expressions of horror, when 
offered to them. An eminent instance is recorded, also, of the exclusion of all creatures, 
however exalted, from this honour, in Rey. xix, 10, where the angel refuses to receive so much 
as the outward aot of adoration, giving this rule and maxim upon it, “ Worship.Gop ;”. intimat- 
ing therehy, that God only is to be worshipped; that all acts of religious worship are appro- 
priated to God alone, He does not say, “ Worship God, and whom God shall appoint to be 
worshipped,” as if he had appointed any besides God; nor “Worship God with sovereign 
worship,” as'ifany inferior sort of worship was permitted to be paid to creatures; but simply, 
plainly, and brietiy;-“ Worship Gop,” . 

From the known and-exowed religious sentiments, then, of the Apostles, both as. Jews and 
as Christians, as well as from their practice, it follows, that they could not pay religious worship 
to Christ, a fact which has already been established, except they had considered him as a Divine 
Person, and themselves as bound, on thet account, according to his own words, to honour the 
Son, even as they honoured the Father. we ‘ ; 


The Arians, it is true, as hinted above, devised the-doctrine of supreme and inferior worship, 
and a similar distinction was maintained by Dr. SamuerClarke, to reconcile the worship of 


Christ with his semi-Arianism. The same sophistical distinctions are resorted to by Roman. - 


Catholics, to vindicate the worship of angels, the Virgin Mary, and_departed saints. "This 
distinction they express by Aarpea and dovrea. St. Paul, however, and other sacred writers, 
and the early fathers, certainly use these terms promiscuously and indifferently, so that the 
argument which is founded upon them, in defence of this inferior and subordinate wo: hip, falls 
to the ground; and, as to all these distinctions of worship into ultimate or supreme mediate 
or inferior, Dr, Waterland has most forcibly observed, : 
1. “I can meet with nothing in Scripture to countenance those fine- 
we often = of; but mere is not a syllable about absolute and relativ 
prayer. e are commanded to pray fervently and incessantly: bu soverei 
absolutely that I know of. We have no rules left us about cone! or et se our ear 
in proportion to the dignity of the objects. Some instructions to this purpose might have been 
highly useful; and it is very strange, that, in a matter of so great importance, no directions 


spun notions. Prayer. 
e, supreme and inferior 


(7) Defence of Queries, 
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should be given, either in ‘Scripture, or, at least, in antiquity, how to regulate our intentions 
and meanings, with metaphysical exactness; so as to make ow worship, either high, higher, 
or highest of all, as occasion should require. franc 2) 3 

2. “But a greater objection against this doctrine is, that the whole tenor of Scripture runs 
counter to it. ‘This may be understood, in part, from what I have observed above. To make 
it yet plainer, I shall take into consideration such acts and instances of worship, as I find laid 
down m™ Scripture, whether under the old or new dispensation. 

“Sacrifice was one instance of worship required under the law; and it is said, ‘He that 
sacrificeth unto any god, save unto the Lord only, he shall be utterly destroyed,’ Exod. xxii, 20. 
Now suppose any person, considering with himself that only absolute and sovereign sacrifice 
was appropriated to God, by this law, should have gone and sacrificed to other gods, and have 
been canyicted of it before the judges :—the. apology he must have made for it, I suppose, must 
have run thus: ‘Gentlemen, though I have sacrificed to other gods, yet, I hope, you'll observe, 
that I did it nat absolutely: Imeant not any absolute oy supreme sacrifice, (which-is’ all that 
the law forbids,) but relative and inferior only.el regulated my intentions with all imaginable 
care, and my esteem with the most critical exactness: I considered the other gods, whom I 
sacrificed to, as inferior only, and infinitely so; reserving all sovereign sacrifice to the supreme 
God of Israel.’ This, or the like apology, must,.I presume, have brought off the criminal, with 
some applause for his acuteness, if your principles i true. Either you must allow this; or you 
must be content to say, that not only absolute supreme sacrifice, (ifihere, be any sense in that 

phrase,) but all sacrifice, was, by the law, appropriated to God’only. : 

“ Another instance of worship is, making of vows, religious vows. We find as little appear- 
ance of your famed distinction here, as in the former case. We read nothing of sovereign and. 
inferior, absolute and relative vows; that we should imagine supreme vows to be appropriate 
to God, inferior permitted to angels or idols,-or to any creature. : i 

“Swearing is another instance much of the same kind with the foregoing. Swearing by 
God’s name, isa plain thing, and well understood: but if you tell us of sovereign and inferior 
swearing, according to the ward respect or intention you have, in proportion to the dignity 
of the person by whose name you swear, it must sound perfectly new to us. All’swearin 
which comes short in its respects, or falls below sovereign, will; I am afraid, be little better 
than profaneness. 5 i : ’ 

“Such being the case in respect of the acts of religious worship already mentioned, I am 
now ta ask you, what is there sa peculiar in the case of invocation and adoration, that they 
should not be thought of the same kind with the other? Why should not absolute and relative 

rayer and prostration appear as absurd as absolute and-relative sacrifice, vows, oaths, or the 
ike? They are acts and instances of religious worship, like the other; appropriated ta God 
in the same manner, and by the same Jaws, and upon the same grounds and reasons, Well 
then, will you please to consider whether you have nat begun at the wrong end, and commit- 
ted an uorepov xporepov in your way of thinking. You imagine that acts of religious worship 
are to derive their signification and quality from the intention and meaning of the worshippers ; 
whereas the very reverse of it is the truth. Their meaning and signification is fixed and 
determined by God himself; and therefore we are never to use them with any other meaning, 
under peril of profaneness or idolatry. God has not left us at liberty to fix what sense we 
please upon religious worship, to render it high or low, absolute or relative, ‘at discretion, 
supreme when offered to God, and if to others inferior: as when to angels, or saints, or images, 
im suitable proportion, Na; religion was not made for metaphysical heads only ; such as 
might nicely distinguish the several degrees and elevations of respect and honour among many 
objects. . The short and plain way, which (in pity to human, infirmity, and to prevent con- 
fusion) it has pleased God to take with us, is to make all religious worship his own; and so 
it is soyereign of course. This | take to be the true Scriptural, as well as only reasonable 
account ofthe object of worship. We need not concern ourselves (it is but vain to pretend 
to it) about determining the sense and meaning of religious worship. God himself has taken 
care of it; and it is already fixed and determined to our hands. It means, whether we will or 
no, it means, by Divine institution and appointment, the divinity, the supremacy, the 
sovereignty of its object. ‘To misapply those marks of dignity, those appropriate ensigns of 
Divine majesty ; to compliment any creature with them, and thereby to make common what. 
God has. made proper, is to deify the works of God’s hands, and to serve the creature instead 
of the Creator, God blessed for ever. We have no oceasion to talc sovereign, absolute, 
prayers, and such other odd fancies: prayer is an address to Ged, and does not admit of those 
novel distinctions. In short then, here is no room left for your distinguishing between sovereign 
and inferior adoration, You must first prove, what you have hitherta presumed only, and 
taken for granted, that you are at liberty to fix what meaning and signification you please to 
the acts of religious worship; to make them high or low at discretion. This you will find a 
very difficult undertaking. Scripture is beforehand with you; and, to fix it more, the concur- 
ring judgment of the earliest and best Christian writers, All religious worship is hereby 
determined to be what you call absolute and sovereign. Inferior or relative worship appears 
now to be contradiction in sense, 4s it is novel in sound; like an inferior or relative god.” (8) 


(8) Defence of Queries, 
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These absurdities have, at length, = discovered by Socinians themselyes, who, notwith- 
standing the authority of Spcinus, have, at length, become, in this respect, consistent ; and, as 
they deny the Divinity of our Lord, so they refuse him worship, and do Nor “honour the Son 
as er honour the Father.” ‘Their refusal to do so must be left to him who hath said, “Kiss 
the Son, lest he be angry, and ye perish from the way ;” but, though they have not shunned 
error, they have, at least, by refusing all worship to Christ, escaped from hypoerisy. * 

Numerous other passages in the New Testament, in addition to those on which some 
remarks have been offered, might be adduced, in which the Divinity of our Lord is expressly 
taught, and which might be easily rescued from that discreditable and unscholarly criticism, 
by which Socinian writers have attempted to darken their evidence. It has, however, beer 
-_ object rather to adduce passages which directly support the arguments in the order “in 
which they have been adduced, than to collect those which are more insulated. All of them 
ought, however, to be consulted by the careful student; and, indeed, from many texts of this 
deseription, which xppear to be but incidentally imtroduced, the evidence that the doctrine of 
the Godhead of Christ was taught by the Apostles, is presented to us with this impressive 
circumstance, that the inspired writers of the New Testament all along assume it as a point 
which was never, in that age, questioned by true Christians. It influenced, therefore, the turn 
of their language, and established a theological style among them when speaking of Christ, 
which cannot possibly be reconciled to any hypothesis which excludes his essential Deity ; 
and which no honest, or even rational, men could have fallen into, unless they had acknow- 
ledged and worshipped their Master as Gon. hn . 

it of this numerous class of passages one will suffice for illustration. 

“Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus, who being in the'form of God, 
thought it not robbery to be equal with Gon, but made himself of no reputation,” &c, Philip. 
ii, 5-7. Here the Apostle is recommending an humble and benevolent disposition to the Philip- 
pians; and he enforces it, not certainly by considerations which themselves needed to be 
established by proof, or in which the Philippians had not been previously instructed, but in 
the most natural manner, and that only which a good writer could adopt, by what was 
already established, and received as true among them. ; It was already admitted by the 
Philippians as an undoubted verity of the Christian religion, that before Christ appeared in 
“the form of a servant,” he existed “in the form of God,” and before he was “found in fashion 
as a man,” he was such a being as eould not think it “robbery to be equal with God” On 
these very grounds the example of Christ is proposed to his followers, and its imitation 
enforced upon them. This ineidental and familiar manner of introducing so great a subject, 
clearly shows that the Divinity of Christ was a received doctrine; but, though introduced 
incidentally, the terms employed by the Apostle are as strong and unequivocal as if he had 
undertaken formally to propose it. It is not necessary to show this by going through that 


formidable mass of verbal criticism which commentators, scholiasts, and other critics, have’ 
accumulated around this passage.’ Happily as to this, as well as many other important texts ~ 


which form the bases of the great dogmata of Christianity, much less is left to verbal criticism 
than many have supposed ;. the various clauses, together with the connection, so illustrate and 
guard the meaning as to fix their sense, and make it obvious to the general reader. “Who 
being” or “ subsisting in the form of God.” This is the first character of Christ’s exalted 

reéxistent state, and it is adduced as the ground of a claim which, for a season, he divested 

imself of} and became, therefore, an illustrious example of humility and charity. The 
greatness of Christ is first laid down, then what he renounced of that which was due to his 
greatness, and finally the condition is introduced to Which he stooped or humbled himself. 
“He thought it not robbery to be equax with God, but made himself of no REPUTATION, and 
took upon him the form of @ SERVANT.” "These are, obviously, the three great points im this 
celebrated text, to the consideration of which we are strictly bound by the Apostle’s argument. 
Let each be briefly considered, and it will be seen how impossible it is to explain this passage 
in any way which does not imply our Lord’s essential Divinity. 'To be or to subsist m “the 
form of God,” is to be truly and essentially Gop. This may, indeed, be argued from the 
word popgy, though some have confined its meaning to external form or appearance. The 
Socinian exposition, that “the form of God” signifies his power of working miracles, needs no 
other refutation than that the Apostle here speaks of what our Lord was before he took upon 
him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men. The notion, too, of Whitby 
and others, who refer it to the visible glory of God, in which he appeared to the patriarchs, 
is also disproved by this manifest, consideration, that the phrase “suséistine (wxapyov) in the 
form of God,” describes the permanent preéxistent state of Christ. He subsisted m the form 
of God, therefore, from eternity, and consequently before he made any visibly glorious mani- 
festations of himselfto the patriarchs; nor, as God is invisible and immaterial, and consequently 
has no likeness of figure, could our Lord, in their Sense, “subsist” in the form or appearance of 
God. If, indeed, “form” means likeness, it must be intellectual likeness, and, therefore, to 
subsist In the form of God is to be God, for he could not be the likeness of God, or, as the 
Apostle has it in the Hebrews, the “ ewpress image” or character of his person, without being 
God; for how could he be expressly like, or expressly resemble, or haye the appearance of 
Omnipotence, ifhe were not himself Almighty ; or of Omniscience, if not himself All-knowing ? 
Let us, then, allow that popdy in its leading sense has the signification of form, shape, image, 
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and similitude, (9) yet this can only be applied to the Divine Being figuratively. He has no 
sensible form,-no appearance, and nothing can be in this form or image, therefore, but what 
has the same essential properties and. perfections. “Sed age,” says Elsner, “largiamur Soci- 
Manis popdny Ses speciem et tmaginem Det esse, tamen valido inde argumento docebimus ; Deum 
esse natura, qui in forma et imagine Det existeret ; nisi Deum personatum, et commentitium, 
qui speciem quidem et gavracya haberet veritate carens, credere et adorare malint.”(1) But it 
ig not true, as some have hastily stated, that yop¢y signifies only the outward form of any thing ; 
it 1s used in Greek authors for the essential form, or nature itself of a thing, of which examples — 
may be seen in Wetstein, Elsner, Rosenmuller, Schleusner, and others; and accordingly 
Schleusner explains it “per metonymiam ; ipsa natura et essentia alicujus rei,” and adds, “sic 
legitur in N. T. Philip. ui, 6, ubi Christus dicitur ev. popdn ce vtapywv ad designandam subli- 
miorem ipsius naturam.” The Greek fathers also understood popdy in the sense of overa, and 
to use the phrase “being in the form-of God,” to signify the “being really and truly Gop.” 

Thus the term itself is sufficiently explicit of the doctrine; but the context would decide 
the matter, were the verbal criticism less decidedly in favour of this interpretation, “The 
form of God” stands opposed to “ the‘form of a servant.” This, say those critics who would 
make the form of God an external appearance only, means “the appearance and behaviour 
of a bondsman or slave, and not the essence of such a person.” But dovdos, a slave, is not in 
the New Testament taken in the same opprobrious sense as among us. St. Paul calls him- 
self “the slave of Jesus Christ,” and our translators have, therefore, properly rendered the 
word by servant, as more exactly conveying the meaning intended. Now it 1s certain, that 
Christ was the servant or minister both of the Father and of his creatures. He himself declares, 
that he came not “to be ministered unto but to minister ;” and as to be in the form of a servant 
is not, therefore, to have the appearance of a servant, but to be really.a servant, so to be in the 
form of God is to be really Gop. This is rendered still stronger by the following clause, which 
is exegetic of the preceding, as will appear from the literal rendering, the force of which is 
obseured by the copulative introduced into the common version. © It is not, ‘and took upon 
him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men,” but ‘‘deing made in the like- 
ness of men,” which clearly denotes that he took the form of a servant by “ being made in the 
likeness of men,” so that, as Bishop Pearson irresistibly argues, 

“ The phrase ‘in the form of God,’ not elsewhere mentioned, is used by the Apostle with 
respect unto that other, of ‘the form of a servant,’ exegetically continued ‘in the likeness of 
men; and the respect of one unto the other is so necessary, that if the form of God‘be not 
real and essential as the form of a servant, or the likeness of man, there is no force in the 
Apostile’s words, nor will his argument be fit to work any great degree of humiliation upon the 
consideration of Christ’s exinanition. But by the form is certainly understood the true con- 
dition of a servant, and by the likeness is mnfallibly meant the real nature of man: nor doth the 
fashion, in which he was found, destroy, but rather assert the truth of his humanity. And 
therefore, as sure as Christ was really and essentially man, of the same nature with us, in 
whose similitude he was made: so certainly was he also really and essentially God, of the 
same nature and being with him, in whose form he did subsist.” (2) 

The greatness of him who “ humbled himself” being thus laid down by the Apostle, he pro- 
ceeds to state what, in the process of his humiliation, he waived of that which was due to his 
greatness, He “thought it not robbery to be equal with God; but made himself of no repu- 
tation ;” or, as many choose to render it, ‘he emptied himself” Whether the clause, “thought 
it not robbery,” be translated “ esteemed it not an object to be caught at, or eagerly desired, 
to be as God,” or did not think it a “usurpation ;” or, as our translators have it, a “redbery” 
to be equal with Gop, signifies little; for, after all the criticism expended on this unusual 

hrase, that Christ had aright to that which he might have retained, but chose to waive when 
Hi humbled himself, is sufficiently established both by the meaning of the word and by the 
connection itself . Some Socinians allow the common translation, and their own version is to 
the same effect,—he “did not.esteem it a prey,” which can only Sy though they attempt 
to cloud the matter in their note, that he did not esteem that as his own property to which he 
had no right.(3) That, then, which he did not account a “prey,” a seizure of another’s right 
or property, was ‘to be equal with Gop.” Whether, in the phrase ro tva toa Osu, to be equal 
with God, «ca is to be taken adverbially, and translated as, like as, Gov; or, by ehallage, for 
the singular adjective masculine, and to be rendered equal to God, has been matter of dispute. 
The grammatical authority appears to predominate in favour of the latter,(4) and it is sup- 
ported by several of the fathers and the ancient versions; but here, again, we are not left to the 
niceties of verbal criticism. If taken in either way, the sense is nfuch the same: he thought 
it not a robbery, or usurpation, to be equal with God, or, as God, which, as the sense deter- 
mines, was an equality of honour and dignity; but made himself of no reputation. For as 
the phrase, the form of God, signifies his essential Divinity, so that of which he “ emptied” or 


9) “1. Forma, externus, habitus, omne quod in oculos occurrit, imago, similitudo.”—Schleusner. 

1) Observationes Sacre in loc. (2) Discourses on the Creed. : ; P 

3) “ Non rapinam, aut spolium alicui, detractum, duit.””—Rosenmuller. | So the ancient versions. ‘Non 
rapinam arbitratus est.”—Vulgate. Non rapinam hoc existimavit.”—Syriac. 


(4) See Pearson on the Creed, Art. 2, note; Schleusner, Erasmus, and Schmidt. 
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divested himself for the time was’ something’ to which he had a right consequent upon his 
Divinity ; and if to be equal with God, or to be as God, was his right as a Divine Person, it 
was not any: thing which he was essentially of which he divested ‘himself, i that were 
impossible; but something which, if he had not been God, it would have been 4 ro bery and 
usurpation either to claim or retain. This, then, can be nothing elsé than thé assumption of 
a Divine majesty and glory; the proclamation of his own rights, arid the demand of his 
creature’s praise and homage, the laying aside of which, irideed, is admirably expressed in dur 
_ translation, “but made himself of no reputation”? This is also established by the alitithesis in 
the-text. “The form of a servant” stands opposed to “ the form of God,”—a real servant to 
real Divinity; and to be “équal” with God, or, as God, in glory, honour, and homage; is 
contrasted with the humiliations of a human state. “In that state he was made flesh, sent in 
the likeness of sinful flesh, subject to the infirmities and miseries of this life ; in,that state he 
was “made of a woman, made under thé law,” and so dbliged to fulfil the sare; in that state 
he was born, and lived to manhood in a mean condition; was “despised and rejected of men, 
_ aman of sorrows, and acquainted with grief;” in that state, being thus made man, he took 
upon him “the form of a servant.” If any man doubt how Christ emptied himself, the text 
will satisfy him,—“by taking the form of a servant:” If any still question how he took the 
form of a servant, he hath the Apostle’s solution,—“by being made in the likeness of men.” 
And being found in fashion as a ran; being already by his exinanition, in the form of a serv- 
ant, he humbled himself, becoming “obediént uito death, even the death of the cross.” (5) 
The first stage of his humiliation was his assuming “ the form of a servant ;” the completion 
of it, his “obedience unto death.” But what say the So¢iniaris? As with them to be in the 
form of God means to be invested with miraculous powers, so to empty or divest himself, was 
his not exerting those powers in order to prevent his crucifixion. The truth, ‘however, is, 
that he “emptied” himself, not at his crucifixion, but when he took upon him the form of a 
servant, and was made in the likeness of men; so that, if to divest or empty himself be 
explained of laying down his tniraculous gifts he laid them down before he became man, that’ 
is, according to them, before he had any existence. There is no alternative, in this and many 
similar passages, between orthodoxy and the most glaring critical absurdity. i 


CHAPTER XVI. 
Humanity or Curist—HyposratTic UNion—ERRorS as TO THE PERSON OF Curist. 


In the present day, the controversy as to the person of Christ is almost wholly confined to 
the question of his Divinity ; but, in the early ages of the church, it was necessary to establish 
his proper humanity. The denial of this appears to have existed as early as the time of St, 
John, who, in his epistles, excludes from the pale of the church all who denied that Christ 
was come in THE FLESH. As his Gospel, thérefore, proclaims the Godhead, so his epistles 
defend also the doctrine of his humanity. " paca 
_ The source of this ancient error appears to have been a philosophical one. Both in the 
Oriental and Greek schools, it was a favourite notion, that whatever was joined to matter was 
necessarily contaminated by {t, and that the highest perfection of this life was abstraction 
from material things, and, in another, a total and final separation froni the body. This opin- 
ion was, also, the probable cause of leading some persons, in St. Paul’s time, to deny the real- 
ity of a resurréction, and to explain it figuratively. But, however that may be, it was one of 
the chief grounds of the rejection of the proper humanity of Christ amdxg the different braiiches 
of the Gnostics, who, indeed, erred as to both natures. The thing's Which the Scriptures 
attribute to the human nature of our Lord they did not deny; but affirmed“that they took 
pecs in appearance only, and they were, therefore, called Docéte and Phantasi . Ata 

ater period, Eutychés fell into a similar error, by teaching that the human nature of € hrist. 
was absorbed into the Divine, and that his body had no real existence. These errors have 
passed away, and danger how lies only on one sidé; not, indeed, becausé men are become 
ess liable or less disposed to err, but because philosophy,—from vain pretences to which, or™ 
a proud reliance upon it, almost all great religious errors spring,—has, ii later ages, taken a 
different character. : Ie a 


While these errors denied the réai existence of the body of Christ, the Apolloninarian: 


heresy rejected the existence of a human soul in our Lord, and taught that the Godhead ‘sup- 
plied its place. Thus both these views denied to Christ a proper humanity; and both were, 
accordingly, condemned by the general church. : pass 2 

Among those who held the unién of two natures in Christ the Divine and human, which, in 
theological language is called the hypostatical, or personal union, several distinctions were 
also made which led to a diversity of opihion., The Nestorians acknowledged two persons in 
our Lord, mystically and more closely united than any human analogy can explain, The: 
Monophysites contended for one person and one nature, the two being supposed to be, in 


(5) Bishop Pearson. 
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some mysterious manner, confounded. ‘The ‘Monothelites Keltnowlededews natures and one 
will, Various other refinements were, at different times, propagated; but the true sense of 
Scripture appears to have been very accurately expressed by the Council of Chalcedon, in the 
fifth century,—that in Christ there is one erson; in the unity of person, two natures, the Divine 
and the human; and that there is no change, or mixture, or confusion of ‘these two natures, 
but that each retains its own distinguishing properties. With this agrees the Athanasian 
Creed, whatever be its date,—“ Perfect God and perfect man, of a yeasonable soul, and human. 


flesh subsisting—W ho although he be God and man, yet he 1s nat two; but one Christ: One, iy 


not by conversion of the Godhead into flesh; but by taking the manhood into God; one 


altogether, not by confusion of substance, but by unity of person ; for as the reasonable soul 
and flesh is one man, so God and man is one Christ.” The church of England, by adopting 
this creed, has adopted its doctrine on the hypostatical union, and has farther professed*it in 
her second article. “The Son, which is the ‘Word of the Father, begotten from everlasting of 
the Father, the very and eternal God, of one substance with the Father, took man’s nature 
in the womb of the blessed Virgin of her substance ; so that the two whole and perfect natures, 
that is to say, the Godhead and manhood, were joined together in one person, never to be 
divided, whereof is one Christ, very God and very man.” . 
Whatever objections may be raised against these views by the mere reason of man, unable 
to comprehend mysteries so high, but often bold enough to impugn them, they certainly exhibit 
the doctrine of the New Testament on these important subjects, though expressed in different 
terms. Nor are these formularies to be charged with originating such distinctions, and adding 
them to the simplicity of Scripture, as they often unjustly are by those who, either from lurk- 
ing errors in their own minds, or from a-vain affectation of being independent of human 
authority, are most prone to question them. Such expositions of faith were rendered necessary 
by the dangerous speculations and human refinements to which we have above adverted; and 


- were intended to be (what they may be easily proved from Scripture to be in reality) sum- 


maries of inspired doctrines; not new distinctions, but declarations of what had been before 
taught by the Holy Spirit on the subject of the hypostatical union of natures in Christ; and 
the accordance of these admirable summaries with the Scriptures themselves will be very 
obvious to all who yield to their plain and unperverted testimony. That Christ is very Gop, 
has been already proved from the Scriptures, at considerable length; that he was truly a man, 
no one will be found to doubt; that he is but one person, is sufficiently clear from this, that no 
distinction into two was ever made by himself, or by his Apostles, and from actions peculiar 
to Godhead being ‘sometimes ascribed to him under his human appellations; and actions and 
sufferings peculiar tohumanity beingalso predicated of him under Divine titles. That in him there 
is no confusion of the two natures, is evident from the absolute manner in which both his natures 
are constantly spoken of in the Scriptures. His Godhead was not deteriorated by uniting 
itself with a human body, for “he is the true God ;” his humanity was not, while on earth, 
exalted into properties which made it different in kind to the humanity of his creatures; for, 
“as the children were partakers of flesh and blood, he also took part of the same.” If the 
Divine nature in him had been imperfect, it would have lost its essential character, for it is 
essential to Deity to be perfect and complete; if any of the essential properties of human 
nature had been wanting, he would not have been ‘man ; if, as some of the preceding notions 
implied, Divine and human had been mixed and confounded in him, he would have been a 
compounded being, neither God nor man. Nothing was deficient in his humanity, nothing in 
his divinity, and yet he is one Christ. This is clearly the doctrine of the Scripture, and it is 
admirably expressed in the creeds above quoted; and, on. that account, they are entitled to 
great respect. They embody the seritiments of some of the greatest men that ever lived in the 
church, in language weighed with the utmost care and accuracy; and they are venerable 
records of the faith of distant ages. 

These two circumstances, the completeness of each nature, and the union of both in one person, 
is the only key to the language of the New Testament, and so entirely explains and harmonizes 
the whole as to afford the strongest proof, next to its explicit verbal statements, of the doctrine 
that our Lord is at once truly God and truly man. On the other hand, the impracticability of 
giving a consistent explanation of the testimony of God “concerning his Son Jesus Christ” on 
all other hypotheses, entirely confutes them. In one of two ways only will it be found, by 
every one who makes the trial honestly, that aL. the passages of holy writ respecting the 
Person of Christ can be explained ; either by referring them, according to the rule of the ancient 


fathers, to the @codoya, by which they meant every thing that related to the divinity of our 


Saviour; or to the Ocxovousa, by which they mearit-his incarnation, and every thing that he 
did in the flesh to procure the salvation of mankind. ‘This distinction is expressed in modern 
theological language, by considering some things which are spoken of Christ, as said of his 
Divine, others of his human nature; and he who takes this principle of interpretation along 
with him will seldom find any difficulty in apprehending the sense of the sacred writers, though 
the subjects themselves be often, to human minds, inscrutable. 

Does any one ask, for instance, if Jesus Christ was truly Gop, how he could be born and 


die? how he could grow in wisdom and stature? how he could be subject to law? be tempted ? 


stand in need of prayer? how his soul could be “exceeding sorrowful even unto death?” be 
« foysalkcen of his Father?” purchase the church with “his own blood?” have ‘a joy set before 
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him? be exalted? have “all power in heaven and earth” given to him. Key, The answer is 
h also MAN. ay re er ree , 
‘et chikcoskateent itbe a matter of surprise, that @ VISIBLE MAN shoy \ 
his will, and without refprring to any higher authority, as he often did; s till the 1 
waves; know the thoughts of men’s hearts; foresee his own passion in s eiroun 
authoritatively forgive sins; be exalted to absolute dominion over every creatu e 3 
and earth; be present wherever two or three are gathered in his name ; ee aes 
to the end of the world; claim universal homage and the bowing of the knee o Ba 
to his name; be associated with the Father in solemn ascriptions of glory and thanksg 
and bear even the awful names of God, names of description and revelation, hames which 
ex Divine attributes :—what is the answer? Can the Socinian scheme, which allows him 
to bea man only, produce a reply ? Can it furnish a re le mterpretation of texts of sacred 
writ which affirm all these things? Can it suggest any solution which does not imply that the 
sacred penmen were not only careless writers, but Writers who, if they had studied to be 
misunderstood, could not more delusively have expressed themselves ? The galy hypothesis, 


_ explanatory of all these statements, is, that Christ is Gop as well as max, and by this the 


consistency of the sacred writers is brought out, and & harmonizing strain of sentiment is seen 


compacting the os ipo into one agreeing and mutually adjusted revelation, : 
But. ice union of the two natures in Christ in one hypostasis, or person, is eq ually esse 
to the full exposition of the Scriptures, as the existence of two distinctive » the Divine a: 
human; and without it many passages lose all force, because they lose all meaning. In. 
possible sense could it be said of raz Worn, that “ he was made (or, became) FLESH,” no 
such al unity existed? The Socinians themselves seem to acknowledge the force of this, 
and therefore translate “and the Word was flesh,” affirming ae as various critics bene. 
abundantly shown, that the most usual meaning of yrvonar is to be. Vithout the hypostati 
union, how could the argument of our Lord be supported, that the Messiah is | Dayid’s 
Son and David's Lon? If this is asserted of two persons, then the argument is gone; if of 
one, then twe natures, one which had sere as Lord, and the other capable of natural 
“descent, were united in one person. Allowmmg that we have established it, 1at the appella- 
‘tive “Son of God is the designation of a Divine relation, but for this perme 
Christ could not be, according to St, Peter's confession, “ the Son of the I E 
doctrine we also learn how it was that “the church of Gop” was “ purchased by his own 


disproved, and unless a mere man could be “Lorp both of the dead and the living,” co 

aid universal sovereignty, and be entitled to universal homage. If, then, the title “az Lop” 
be an appellation of Christ’s superior nature, in no other sense could it be said that the ch: ; 
was purchased by ns own blood, than by sup sing the existence of that union which we call’ 

nal; a union which alone distinguishes the sufferings of Christ from that of his mart 

tollowers, gave to them a merit which theirs had not, and made “his blood” capable of Pur- 
cHasING the salvation of the “church.” For, disallow that union, and we can see no possi e 
meaning in calling the blood of Christ © the ae 8! God,” or, if ic Rigese better, “of the “s 
or in what that t peculiarity consisted which made it capable o chasing or redeeming. 

Dr. Pye Smith in oven able work on the Person of Christ, hat vather inconsiderately 


blamed the orthodox, for “the Very serious offence of sometimes using language which applies. 


to the Divine nature the cireumstances and properties which could only attach to his h r 
ity,” as giving unhappy occasion to the objections and @erisions of their Opponents. As he 
gives no instances, he had his eye, probably, upon some extreme cases; butif he meant it as 
‘a remark of general application, it seems to have arisen from a very mistaken view, and 
assumes, that the objections of opponents lie rather against terms than against the docrine of 
Christ’s Divinity itself, . Se 
This is so far from being the case, that, if the orthodox were to attend to the caution given 
by this writer on this subject, they would not approach one step nearer to the conversion of 
those who are in this fundamental error, Supporting it, as they do, by perversions so manifest, 
and by criticisms so shameless. I am no apologist, however, of real “errors and faults” in 
theological language; but the practice referred to, so far from being “a serious offence,” has 
the authority of the writers of the New Testament. Alrgumentatively, the distinction between 
the Divine and human natures, according to the rule before given, must be maintained; but 


when speaking cursorily, and on the assumption of the unquestionablé truth of the hypostatic - 


union of the Divine and human natures=a manner of speaking, which, it is hoped, all true 
Christians adopt, as arising from their settled convictions on this point,—those ve terms, s 
common among the orthodox, and so objectionable to those who “deny the Lord that bought 
them,” must be maintained in spite of “derision,” or the language of the New Testament must 
be dropped, or at least be made very select, if this dangerous and, in the result, this betrayi 
courtesy be adopted. For what does Dr. P. Smith gain, when cautioning the believer agai 
the use of the phrase “the blood of Gop,” by reminding him that there is reason to prefer the 
reading “the church of the Lord, which he hath purchased by his own Blood 7° The orthodox 
contend, that the appellation “rae Lorn,” when applied to our Saviour, is his title as Gop, 


and the heterodox snow, also, that the “blood of the Lord” is a phrase with us entirely.’ 


. 7 * 
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__ We do not at to explain this mystery, but we find it on record; and, in point of fact, 
29 careful appropriation of the properties of the two natures to each respectively, which Dr. 
ye Smith recomm is not very frequent in the New Testament, and for this obvious 


he Apc use the equally fundamental doctrine was always present to them, that the 
same Person who was FLESH was also truly Gop. Hence they scruple not to say, that “the 
Lord of Glory was crucified,” that “the Prince of Life was killed,” and that wz who was “in - 
the form of God,” became “obedient unto death, even the death of the cross,” 
_ We return, from this digression, to notice a few other passages, the meaning of which can 
only be opened by the doctrine of the personal union of the Divine and human natures in Christ. 
“For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead zoputy,” Col. ii, 9; not by a type and | 
re, but, as the word cwparikws signifies really and substantially, and, for the full exposition, © 
we must add, by personal union; for we have no other idea by which to explain an expression 
never used to signify the inhabitation of good men by God, and which is here applied to Christ _ 
ina way of eminence and peculiarity. (6) _ " j Tah 
“Who being the brightness of his glory, and the express image of his person, and upholding 
all things by ‘iemeord of his power, when he had sy uimse tr purged our sins, sat down on 
the right hand of the majesty on high,” Heb. i, 3. To this passage, also, the hypostatical 
union is the only key. whom does the Apostle speak, when he says, “when he had sy | 
HIMSELF, purged our sins,” but of Him who 1s “the pe Dt of his glory, and the express 
image of his person?” He, by uimsevr, “ purged our sins ;” yet this was done by the shedding 
of his blood. In that higher nature, however, he could not suffer death; and nothing could | 
make the sufferings of his humanity a purification of sins gy nimseLr but such a union as should 
stitute one person :—for, unless this be allowed, either the characters of Divinity in the — 
ing s are characters of a merely human being; or else that higher nature was capa- 
suffering death; or if not, the purification was not made by mimseLr, which yet the text 


“In fine, all passages which (not to mention many others) come under the following classes 
ee — true interpretation thus laid open, and are generally utterly unmeaning on any other 
is. 
ie Those which, like some of the foregoing, speak of the efficacy of the sufferings of Christ 

for the remission of sins. In this desk the two following may be given as examples. Heb. ii 
14, “Forasmuch, then, as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself fikewiad 
took part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death,” 
&e. Here the efficacy of the death of Christ is explicitly stated; but as explicitly is it said to. 
be the death of one who partook of flesh and blood, or who assumed human nature. The 

wer of deliverance is ascribed to him who thus invested himself with a nature below that of 
fis own original nature; but in that lower nature ne dies, and by that pearu he delivers 
those who had been all their lifetime subject to bondage. The second is Colossians i, 14, &e, 
“Tn whom we have redemption through us blood, even the forgiveness of sins, wHo is the 
image of the invisible God,” &¢. In this passage, the lofty description which is given of the © 
Person of Christ stands in immediate connection with the mention of the efficacy of “ his 
blood,” and is to be considered as the reason why, through that blood, redemption and remis- 

sion of sinsbecame attainable. Thus “ without shedding of blood there could be no remission ;” 
” but the blood of Jesus only is thus efficacious, who is “the image of the invisible God,” the 
“Creator” of all things. His blood it could not be but for the hypostatical union; and it % 
equally true, that but for that he could have had no blood to shed ; because, as “the mpage 
of the invisible God,” that is, God’s equal, or God himself, his nature was incapable of deat 

2. In the second class are all those passages which argue from the compassion which our 
Lord manifested in his humiliation, and his own experience of sufferings, to the exercise of 
confidence in him by his people in dangers and afflictive circumstances. Of these the follow- 
pe Sprig be given for the sake of illustration. Heb. iv, 15, 16, “For we have not a high priest 

yhich cannot be touched with the feeling of our infirmities ; but was in all points tempted 

like as we are, yet without sin. Let us, therefore, come boldly unto the throne of grace, that 
we may obtain mercy, and find grace to help in time of need.” Several similar passages occur 
in the early part of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the argument of them all is precisely the 
same. The humiliation of our Lord and his acquaintance with human woes may assure us of his 


” 6 “Swuartews, h. c. vere, perfectissime, non typice, et umbraliter, sicut in V. T. Deus se manifestavit. Est 
autem inhabitatio illa et unio personalis, et singularissima,””—Glassius. 
40 
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bit sympathy is nothelp ; he is represented, therefore, as the souree of “ succour,” as 


the “ Author of Salvation,”, “the Captain of owr Salvation,” in consequence of the sufferings he 
endured ; and to him all his people are directed to fly for aid in prayer, and, by entire trust 


ee *€ 


in his power, grace, and presence, to assure themselves that timely succour and final salvation 
shall be bestowed upon them by him. » Now here, also, it is cléar, that the sufferer and the 
Saviour are the same person. 1] 1am might suffer; but sufferings could not enable the man 
‘ave ; they could give no new qualification to human nature, nor bestow upon that nature 
any new right, But, besides the nature which suffered, and learned the bitterness of human 
“Woes by experience, there is a nature which ean know the sufferings of all others, in all places, 


at all times; which can also ascertain the “ 


time of need” with exactness, and the “grace” 


suitable to it; which can effectually “help” and sustain the sorrows of the very heart, a power 
_ peculiar to Divinity, and, finally, bestow “eternal salvation.” ‘This must be Divine ; but it 
is one in personal union with that which suffered and was taught sympathy, and it is this 


‘union constitutes that “Great Hien Pritst” of our profession, that “merciful and faithful 
High Priest,” who is able “to succour us when we are tempted.” Thus, as it has been well 
observed on this subject, ie 2 is by the union of two natures in one person that Christ is 


_ qualified to be the Saviour o 


the world. He became man, that, with the greatest possible 


_ advantage to those whom he was sent to instruct, he might teach them the nature and the will 


* 


of God; that his life might be their example; 


that by being once compassed with the infirmi- 


- ties of human nature, he might give them assurance of his fellow feeling; that by suffering on 
the cross he might make atonement for their sins; and that in his reward they might behold 


dey ies 


the earnest and the pattern of theirs. _ 
“But had Jesus been only man, or had he 


Say 


beeti one of the spirits that sutround the throne 


__of God, he could not have accomplished the work which he undertook : for the whole obedience 
of every creature being due to the Creator, no part of that obedience can be placed to the 
account of other creatures, so as to supply the defects of their service, or to rescue them from 

_ the punishment which they deserve. The Scriptures, therefore, reveal, that he who appeared 

- upon earth as ian, is also God, and as God, was' mighty to save; and by this revelation 
~ they teach us, that the merit of our Lord’s obedience, and the efficacy of his interposition, 


ah 


sf 
| 


depend upon the hy postatical union. 


“All modern sects of Christians agree in admitting that the greatest benefits arise to us 
from the Saviour of the world being man; but the Arians d Socinians contend: earnestly, 


that his sufferings do not derive any value from his being G 


; and their reasoning is specious. 


You say, they argue, that Jesus Christ, who suffered for the sins of men, is both God and 
“man, You must either say that God suffered, or that he did not suffer: if you say that God 
suffered, you do indeed affix an infinite value to the sufferings, but you affirm that the God- 
head is capable of suffering, which is both impious and absurd: if you say that God did not 
suffer, then, although the person that suffered had both a Divine and-a human nature, the 
_ suffermgs were merely those of a man, for, according to your own system, the two natures 


are distinct, and the Divine is impassable. 


_ “In answer to this method of arguing, we may admit that the Godhead cannot suffer, and 
we do not pretend to explain the kind of support which the human nature derived, under its 
sufferings from the Divine, or the manner in which the two were united. But fromthe uniform 


language of Scripture, which magnifies the 


love of God in giving his only-begotten Son, 


‘which speaks in the highést terms of the preciousness of the blood of Christ, which represents 
him as coming, in the body that was prepared for him, to do that which sacrifice and burnt«. 


offering could not do: from all this we infer 
this Person, superior to that which belonged 


there was & value, a merit, in the sufferings of 
to the sufferings of any other: and as the same 


portal intimate, in numberless places, the strictest union between the Divine and human 
ature of Christ, by applying to him promiscuously the actions which belong to each nature, 
we hold that it is impossible for us to separate in our imagination, this peculiar value which 
vhey affix to his sufferings from the peculiar dignity of his person. ze 

_ “The hypostatical union, then, is the corner-stone of our religion. We are too much 
accustomed, in all our researches, to perceive that things are united, without our being able 
to investigate the bond which unites them, to feel any degree of surprise that we cannot answer 
all the questions which ingenious men have proposed upon this subject; but we can clearly 
~ discern, in those purposes of the incarnation ‘of the Son of God which the Scriptures declare, 
the reason why they have dwelt so largely upon his Divinity; and if we ate careful to take 
“into our view the whole of that description which they give of the Person by whom the remedy 

in the Gospel was brought; if, in our speculations concerning him, we neither lose sight of 
- the two parts which are clearly revealed, nor forget, what we cannot comprehend, that union 
~ between the two'parts which is necessarily implied m the revelation of them, we shall per- 


ceive, in the character of the Messiah, aicom 


pleteness and a suitableness to the design of his 


coming, which of themselves create a strong presumption that we have rightly interpreted 


the Seriptures.” (7) 


On this evidence from the Holy Scriptures the doctrine of the Divinity of our blessed 


Saviour rests. Into the argument from antiquity my limits will not allow me to enter. If the 


a 
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great “falling away,” predicted by St. Paul, ay eabites Hea this high doctrine; if — 
both the Latin sen! Greek churches had wholly departed from the faith, instead of having | ~ 
united, without intermission, to say, “Thou-art the King of Glory, O Christ,” “Thou art 
the everlasting Son of the Father,” the truth of God would not have been made of “none 
effect.” God would still have been true, though every man from the age of inspiration, had 
become “a liar.” The Socinians have, of late veneer great anxiety to obtain some - 
suffrages from antiquity in their favour, and have collected every instance p of early 
departure from the faith. They might, indeed, have found heretical pravity and 
without travelling out of the =i wih oege 3 3 men not only near the apostol 
very days of the Apostles, who rejected the resurrection, who consented not “to 
docryine ila ie “ x? wreck of faith,” as well as of a wind eepnall eset tes “ the: ‘ 
only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ,” “the Lord that bought them.” This kind of i, 
antiquity is, in truth, in their favour ; and, as human nature is substantially the same in all . 
ages, there is as much reason to expect errors in one age as another; but, that any body of 
Christians, in any sense entitled to be considered as an acknowledged branch of the churchof 

hrist, can be found, in primitive times, to give any sanction to their opinions and interpreta- 

ions of Scripture, they have failed to establish. For full information on the subject of the 

opinions of the primitive churches, and a full refutation of all the pretences which Retang and 
Soeinians, in these later times, have made to be, in part, supported by primitive authority, 
the works of Bishop Bull, Dr. Waterland, and Bishop Horsley (8) must be consulted; andthe _ 
result will show, that in the interpretation of the Scriptures given above, we are supported by 
the successive and according testimonies of all that is truly authoritatca Heth dee alkgetiiote a 
ages which furnished so many imperishable writings for the edification of the future church, _ 
and so many martyrs and confessors of “the truth as it is in Jesus.” a Oat a sR A 

Among the numerous errors, with respect to the Person of our Lord, which formerly sprung 
up in the church, and were opposed; with an ever watchful zeal, by its authorities, three only” 
can be said to have much influence in the present day, Arianism, Sabellianism, and Socinian- 
ism. In our own country, the two former are almost entirely merged in the last, whose cha- 
racteristic is the tenet of the simple humanity of Christ. Arius, who gave his name to the 
first, seems to have wrought some of the floating errors of previous times into.a kind of system, 
which, however, underwent various modifications among his followers. ‘The distinguishing 
tenet of this system was, that Christ was the first and most exalted of creatures; that he was 
produced in a peculiar manner, and endowed with great perféctions; that by him God made 
the world; that he alone proceeded immediately from Gop, while other things were produced 
mediately by him, and that all things were put under his administration: The semi-Arians 
divided from the Arians, but still differed from the orthodox, in refusing to admit that the Son 
was homoousios, or of the same substance with the Father; but acknowledged him to be: 
homoiousios, of a like substance with the Father. It was only, however, in appearance that 
they came nearer to the truth than the Arians themselves, for they contended that this Hike- 
ness to the Father in essence was not by nature, but by peculiar privilege. In their system’ ~ 
Christ, therefore, was but a creature. A still farther refinement on this doctrine was, in this 
country, advocated by Dr. Samuel Clarke, which Dr. Waterland, his great and illustrious 
opponent, showed, notwithstanding the orthodox terms employed, still implied that Christ 
was a created being, unless an evident absurdity were admitted.(9) 

The Sabellian doctrine stands-equally opposed to 'Trinitarianism and to the Arian system. 
It asserts the Divinity of the Son and the Spirit against the latter, and denies the personality 
of both, in opposition to the former. Sabellius taught that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, | 
are only denominations of one hypostasis ; in other words, that there is but one person in the — 
Godhead, and that the Son or Word are virtues, emanations, or functions only: that, under 
the Old T'estament God delivered the law as Father; under the New, dwelt among men, or _ 
was incarnate, as the Son ; and descended on the Apostles as the Spirit. Because their scheme, 
by denying a real Sonship, obliged them to acknowledge that it was the Father who suffered 
for the sins of men, the Sabellians were often, in the early ages, called Patripassians. me 

On the refutation of these errors it is not necessary to dwell, both beoatise they have now. 
little influence, and chiefly because both are involved in the Socinian stion, and are decided 
by the establishment of the Scriptural doctrine of a Trinity of Divine Persons in the unity of 
the Godhead. If Jesus Christ be the Divine Son of God; if-he were “sent” from God, and 
“returned” to God; if he distinguished himself from the Father both in his Divine and human 
nature, saying, as to the former, “I and my Father are one,” and as to the latter, ““My Father 
is GREATER than [;” if there be any meaning: at all in his declaration, “that no man know- 
eth the Son but the Father, and no man knoweth the Father but the Son,” words which cannot, | 


4. | 
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” 
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(8) See also Wilson’s Mllustration of the Method of explaining’ the New Testament by the early Opinions 
of Jews and Christians concerning Christ; and Dr. Jamieson’s Vindication, &c, a 

(9) Dr. Samuel Clarke’s hypothesis was, that there is one Supreme Being, who is the Father, and two 
subordinate, derived, and dependent beings. But he objected to call Christ a creature, thinking him some- 
thing between acreated and a selfexistent nature. Dr. C. appealed to the Fathers; and Petavius, a learned 
Jesuit, in his Dogmata Theologica, had previously endeavoured to prove that the ante-Nicene fathers leaned 
to Arianism. Bishop Bull, in his great work on this subject, and Dr. Waterland may be considered as hay- 
ing fully put that question to rest in opposition to both. “ - 
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by any possibility, be spoken of an official distinction, or of an’ emanation or operation; then all 
anges os a real personality, and are incapable of being explained by a modal one* 
This is the answer to the Sabellian opmion; and as to the Arian ypothesis, it falls, with 
Socinianism, before that series of proofs which has already been adduced from Holy Writ, to 
establish the eternity, consubstantiality, coéquality, and, consequently, the proper Divinity of 
our Redeemer; and, perhaps, the true reason why not even the semi-Arianism, argued with 
so much subtlety by Dr. Samuel Clarke, has been able to retain any influence among us, is less 
to be attri to the able and learned writings of Dr. Waterland and others, who chased the 
error through all its changeful transformations, than to the manifest impossibility of conceiving 
ofa being which is neither truly God nor a creature ; and the total absence of all countenance 
in the Scriptures, however tortured, in favour of this opinion, Socinianism assumes'a plausi- 
bility in some of its aspects, because Christ was really aman; but semi-Arianism is a mere 
hypothesis, which can scarcely find a text of Seripture to pervert. 


CHAPTER XVII. 
Tur Personaity anp Derry or tHe Hory Guosr. 


Tue discussion of this great point of Christian doctrine may be included in much narrower. 
limits than these I have assigned to the Divinity of Christ, somany of the principles on which 
itrests having been closely considered, and because the Deity of the Spirit, in several instances, 
inevitably follows from that of the Son. As the abject of this work is to educe the doctrine of 
the Secred Scriptures on all the leading articles of faith, it will, however, be necessary to show 
the evidence which is there given to the two ropositions in the title of the chapter :—that the 
Holy Ghost (from the Saxon word Gast, a Spirit) is a Person; and that he is Gop. ¥ 

As to the ner of his being, the orthodox doctrine is, that as Christ is God by an eternal 
FILIATION, SO the Spirit is God by procession from the Father and the Son, “And I believe in 
the Holy Ghost, the Lord and giver of life, who proceedeth from the Father and the Son, who, 
with the Father and Son together, is worshipped and glorified.” (1) “The Holy Ghost is of 
the Father and of the Son, neither made, nor created, nor begotten, but proceeding.” (2) “The 
Holy Ghost, preceeding from the Father and the Son, is of one substance, majesty, and glory, 
with the Father and the Son, very and eternal Gop.” (3) The Latin church introduced the 
term spiration, from spiro, to breathe, to denote the manner of this procession ; on which Dr. 
Owen remarks, “as the vital breath of a man has a continual emanation from him, and yet is 
never separated utterly from his person, or forsaketh him, so doth the Spirit of the Father and 
the Son proceed from them by a continual Divine emanation, still abiding one with them. 
On this refined view little can be said which has obvious Scriptural authority; and yet the 
very term by which the third Person in the ‘Trinity is designated winp or BREATH may, as to 
the third Person, be designed, like the term Son applied to the second, to convey, though 
imperfectly, some inéimation ef that manner of being by which both are distinguished from each 
other, and from the Father; and it was a remarkable action of our Lord, and one certain] 
which does not discountenance this idea, that when he im parted the Holy Ghost to his disciples, 

“he BREATHED on them, and saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy Ghost,” John XX, 22. (4) 
But whatever we may think as to the doctrine of tration,” the Procession of the Holy 
Ghost rests on direct Scriptural authority, and is thus stated by Bishop Pearson: 
3“Now this procession of the Spirit, in reference to the Father, is delivered expressly, in 
relation to the Son, and is contained Virtually in the Scriptures. First, it is expressly said, 
that the Holy Ghost proceedeth from the Father, as our Saviour testifieth, “When the Com. 
forter is come, whom I will send unto” you from the Father, even the Spirit of truth, which 
proceedeth trom the Father, he shall testify of me,’ John xv, 26. And this is also evident from 
what hath been already asserted: for being the Father and the Spirit are the same God, and 
being so the same in the unity of the nature of God, are yet distinct in the ersonality, one of 
them must have the same nature from the other; and because the Father hath been already 
shown to have it from Nohe, it followeth that the Spirit hath it from him. 
_ “Secondly, though it be not express! spoken in the Scripture, that the Holy Ghost pro- 
ceedeth from the Father and Son, yet the substance of the same truth is virtually contained 
there; because those very expressions, which are spoken of the Holy Spirit in relation to the 
Father, for that reason because he proceedeth from the Father, are also spoken of the same 
Spirit im relation to the Son; and therefore there must be the same reason presupposed in 
reference to the Son, which is expressed in reference to the Father. Because the Spirit 
proceedeth from the Father, therefore it is called the Spirit of God and the Spirit of the Father. 


— 


(2) Nicene Creed. 2) Athanasian Creed. (8) Articles of the English Church. a. ee 

(4) “The Father hath relation to the Son, as the Father of the Son; the Son to the Father, as.the Son of 
the Father ; and the Holy Ghost, being the spiri? or breath of the Father and the Son, to both.’”—Lawson’s 
Theo. Pol. But though breath or wind is the radical signification of rvevya, as also of spiritus, yet, probably 
trom its sacredness, it is but rarely used in that sense in the New Testament, ; 2h ius 
4 S: Or 
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‘It is not ye that speak, but the Spirit of your Father which speaketh in you,’ Matt. x, 20. 
For by the language of the Apostle, the Spirit of God is the Spirit which 1s of God, saying, 
‘The things of God knoweth no man but the Spirit of God. And we have received not the 
spirit of the world, but the Spirit which is of God,’ 1, Cor. ii, 11, 12. Now the same Spirit is 
also called the Spirit of the Son; for ‘because we are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of 
his Son into our hearts,’ Gal. iv, 6: the Spirit of Christ ; ‘Now if any man have not the Spirit 
of Christ, he is none of his,’ Rom. viii, 9; ‘even the Spirit of Christ which was in the prophets,’ 
1 Peter i, 11; the Spirit of Jesus Christ, as the Apostle speaks, ‘I know that this shall turn 
to my salvation, through your prayer, and the supply of the Spirit of Jesus Christ,’ Philty 19: 
If then the Holy Ghost be called the Spirit of the Father, because he proceedeth from the 
Father, it followeth that, being called also the Spirit of the Son, he proceedeth also from 
the Son, , : 

“ Again: because the Holy Ghost proceedeth from the Father, he is therefore sent by the 
Father, as from him who hath, by the original communication, a right of mission; as ‘the 
Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send,’ John xiv, 26. But the 
same Spirit which is sent by the Father, is also sent by the Son, as he saith, ‘ When the 
Comforter is come, whom I will send unto you.’ Therefore the Son hath the same right of 
mission with the Father, and consequently must be acknowledged to have communicated the 
same essence. The Father is never sent by the Son, because he received not the Godhead 
from him; but the Father sendeth the Son, because he communicated the Godhead to him: 
in the same manner, neither the Father nor the Son is ever sent by the Holy Spirit ; because 
neither of them received the Divine nature from the Spirit: but both the Father and the Son 
sendeth the Holy Ghost, because the Divine nature, common to both the Father and the Son, 
was communicated by them both to the Holy Ghost. As therefore the Scriptures declare 
expressly, that the Spirit proceedeth from the Father ; so do they also virtually teach, that he 
proceedeth from the Son.” (5) : 
~ In opposition to the doctrine of the Personality and Deity of the Spirit, stands the Socinian 
hypothesis, which I state before the evidence from Scripture is adduced, that it may be seen, 
upon examination of inspired testimony, how far it is supported by that authority. Arius 
regarded the Spirit not only as a creature, but as created by Christ, xreopa xrtopatos, the 
creature of a creature. Some time afterward, his Personality was wholly denied by the 
Arians, and he was considered as the exerted energy of God. This appears to have been the 
notion of Socinus, and, with occasional modifications, has been adopted by his followers. 
They sometimes regard him as an attribute, and at others resolve the passages in which he 
is spoken of into a periphrasis, or circumlocution for God himself; or, to express both in one, 
into a figure of speech. — 

In establishing the proper Personality and Deity of the Holy Ghost, the first argument is 
drawn from the frequent association, in Scripture, of a Person, under that appellation, with 
two other Persons, one of whom, “the Father,” is by all acknowledged to be Divine; and the 
ascription to each of them, or to the three in wnion, of the same acts, titles, and authority, 
with worship of the same kind, and, for any distinction that is made, in an equal degree. 
This argument has already been applied to establish the Divinity of the Son, whose Person- 
ality is not questioned ; and the terms of the proposition may be as satisfactorily established 
as to the Holy Spirit, and will prove at the same time both his Personality and his Divinity. 

With respect to the Son, we have seen that, as so great and fundamental a doctrine as his 
Deity might naturally be expected to be announced in the Old ‘Testament revelation, though 
its full manifestation, should be reserved to the New; so it was, in fact, not faintly shadowed 
forth, but displayed with so much clearness as to become an article of faith in the Jewish 
Church. The manifestation of the existence and Divinity of the Holy Spirit may also be 
expected in the Law and the Prophets, and is, in fact, to be traced there with equal certainty. 
The Spirit is represented as an agent in creation, “moving upon the face of the waters ;” 
and it forms no objection to the argument, that creation is ascribed to the Father, and also to 
the Son, but a great confirmation of it. That creation should be effected by all the three 
Persons of the Godhead, though acting in different respects, yet so that each should be a 
Creator, and, therefore, both a Person, and a Divine Person, can be explained only by their 
unity in one essence. On every other hypothesis this Scriptural fact is disallowed, and there- 
fore no other hypothesis can be true. Ifthe Spirit of God be a mere influence, then he is not 
a Creator, distinct from the Father and the Son, because he is not a Person; but this is refu- 
ted, both by the passage just quoted and by Psalm xxxiii, 6, “By the Worp or tHe Lorp 
were the heavens made; and all the host of them by the srearu (Heb. Spirit) of his mouth.” 

_ This is farther confirmed by Job xxxiii, 4, “The Sririr or Gon hath made me, and the 
breath of the Almighty hath given me life ;” where the second clause is obviously exegetic of 
the former, and the whole text proves that, in the patriarchal age, the followers of the true 
religion ascribed creation to the Spirit, as well as to the Father ; and that one of his appella- 
tions was “the Breara of the Almighty.” Did such passages stand alone, there might, 
indeed, be some plausibility in the criticism which solves them by a personification ; but, con- 
nected as they are with that whole body of evidence, which has been and shall he adduced, 
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as to the concurring doctrine of both Testaments, they are inexpugnable. Again: if the 
Personality of the Son and the Spirit be allowed, and yet it is Pee. Sep that they were but _ 
instruments in creatior, through whom the creative power of another operated, but which ~ 
creative power was not possessed by them; on this hypothesis, too, neither the Spirit nor the 
Son can be said to create, any more than Moses created the serpent into which his rod was 
turned, and the Scriptures are again contradicted. To this association of the three Persons 
in creative acts may be added a like association in acts of PRESERVATION, which has been 
well called a continued creation, and by that term is expressed in the following passage: Psalm 
civ, 27-30, “These wait all upon thee, that thou mayest give them their meat in due season, 
Thou hidest thy face, they are troubled ; thou takest away their breath, they die, and return 
to dust: thou sENDEST ForrH THY Spirit, they are created, and thou renewest the face of 
the earth.” It is not surely here meant that the Spirit, by which the generations of animals 
are perpetuated, is wind; and if he be called an attribute, wisdom, power, or both united, 
where do we read of such attributes being “sent,” “ sent forth from God?” The Personality 
of the Spirit is here as clearly marked as when St. Paul speaks of God “sending forth the 
Spirit of es Son,” and when our Lord promises to “ send” the Comforter ; and as the uphold- 
ing and preserying of created things is ascribed to the Father and the Son, so here they are 
ascribed, also, to the Spirit, “sent forth from” God to “create and renew the face of the 
earth.” . 
_ The next association of the three Persons we find in the inspiration of the prophets. “Gop 
spake unto our fathers by the prophets,” says St. Paul, Heb. i, 1. St. Peter declares, that 
these holy men of God spake as they were moyed by the Hoty Guosr,” 2 Pet. i, 21; and 
also that it was “the Spirit of Carisr which was in them,” 1 Pet. i, 11. We may defy any 
Socinian to interpret these three passages by making the Spirit an influence or attribute, and 
thereby reducing the term Holy Ghost into a figure of speech. ‘‘ God,” in the first passage, 
is, unquestionably, God the Father, and the “ holy men of God,” the prophets, would then, 
according to this view, be moved by the influence of the Father; but the influence, according — 
to the third passage, which was the source of their inspiration, was the Spirit, or the influence 
of “Christ.” Thus the passages contradict each other. Allow the Trinity in unity, and you 
have no difficulty in calling the Spirit, the Spirit of the Father, and the Spirit of the Son, or. 
the Spirit of either ; but if the Spirit be an influence, that influence cannot be the influence of 
two persons, one God and the other a creature. Even if they allowed the preéxistence of 
Christ, with Arians, the passages are inexplicable by Socinians; but, denying his preéxist- 
ence, they have no subterfuge but to interpret “the Spirit of Christ,” the spirit which pro- 
phesied of Christ,(6) which is 4, purely gratuitous paraphrase; or “the spirit of an anointed 
one, or prophet ;” that is, the prophet’s own spirit, which is just as gratuitous, and as unsup- 
ported by any parallel, as the former. If, however, the Holy Spirit be the Spirit of the Father 
and of the Son, united in one essence, the passages are easily harmonized. In conjunction 
with the Father and the Son, he is the source of that prophetic inspiration under which the 
prophets spoke and acted. So the same Sririr which raised Christ from the dead is said by 
St. Peter to have preached-by Noah, while the ark was preparing, an allusion to the pas- 
sage, “My Spirit shall not always strive (contend, debate) with man.” This, we may observe, 
affords an eminent proof, that the writers of the New Testament understood the phrase * the 
Spirit of God,” as it occurs in the Old Testament, personally. For, whatever may be the full 
meaning of that difficult passage in St, Peter, Christ is clearly declared to have preached by 
the Spirit in the days of Noah; that is, he, by the Spirit, inspired Noah to preach. If, then, 
the Apostles understood that the Holy Ghost was a Person, a point which will presently be 
established, we have in the text just queted from the book af Genesis, a key to the meani 
of those texts in the Old Testament, where the phrases “ My Spirit,” “the Spirit of God,” 
and “the Spirit of the Lord,” occur; and inspired authority is thus afforded us to interpret 
them as of a Person; and if of a Person, the very effort made by Socinians to deny his Per- 
sonality, itself indicates that that Person must, from the lofty titles and works ascribed to 
him, be inevitably Divine. Such phrases ogcur in many passages of the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures ; but in the following the Spirit is also eminently distinguished from two other Persons. 
“ And now the Lorp Gop and his Srrair hath sent mg,” Isaiah xlyiul, 16; or, rendered better, 
“hath sent me and his Spirit,” both terms being in the accusative case. “Seek ye out of the 
book of the Lord, and read:—for my mouth it hath commanded, and nis Spirit it hath 
gathered them,” Isaiah xxxiv, 16. “ tan with you, saith the Lorp or Hosrs: according to 
the word that I covenanted with you when ye came out of Egypt,-so my Spreir remaineth 
among you: fear ye not. For thus saith the Lorp or Hosrs,—I will shake all nations, and 
the Desire or aut Nations shall come,” Haggai ii, 4-7. Here, also, the Spirit of the Lord 
is seen collocated with the Lorp or Hosts and the Desire oF ALi Nations, who is the 
Messiah. For other instances of the indication of a Trinity of Divine Persons in the Ola 
Testament, see chap. 9, aa 5, 
Three Persons, and three only, are associated also, both in the Old and New Testament, as 
objects of supreme worship; as the one name in which the religious act of solemn benediction 
is performed, and to which men are bound by solemn religious covenant. ‘ 
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Ia the plural form of the name of God, which has already been considered, (7) each received 
ual adoration. That threefold Personality seems to have given rise to the standing form of 
triple benediction used by the Jewish high priest, also before mentioned. (8) The very 
important fact, that, in the vision of Isaiah, chapter vi, the Lorp or Hoss, who spake unto 
the prophet, is, in Acts xxviii, 25, said to be the Hoty Guosr who spake to the prophet, 
while St, John declares that the glory which Isaiah saw was the glory of Curist, proves, 
indisputably, (9) that each of the three Persons bears this august appellation; it gives also the 
“reason for the threefold repetition “Hoty, Hory, Hory,” and it exhibits the prophet and the 
-very seraphs in deep and awful adoration before the Triune Lord of Hosts. Both the prophet 
and the seraphim were, therefore, worshippers of the Holy Ghost and of the Son, at the very 
time and by the very acts in which they worshipped the Father, which proves that, as the 
three Persons received equal homage in a case which does not admit of the evasion of pretended 
superior and inferior worship, they are equal in majesty, glory, and essence. 

‘As in the tabernacle form of benediction, the Triune Jehovah is recognised as the source of 
all grace and peace to his creatures; so in apostolic formula of blessing, “The grace of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the communion or tHe Hoxy Sprinir, be with 
you all. Amen.” Here the personality of the three is kept distinct, and the prayer to the 
three is, that Christians may have a common participation of the Holy Spirit, that 1s, doubtless, 
as he was promised by our Lord to his disciples, as a Comforter, as the source of light and 
spiritual life, as the author of regeneration, Thus the Spirit is acknowledged, equally with the 

‘ather and the Son, to be the source and the giver of the highest spiritual blessings, while this 
solemn ministerial benediction is, from its specific character, to be regarded as an act of prayer 
to each of the three persons, and therefore is, at once, an acknowledgment of the Divinity and 
Personality of each. The same remark applies to Rev. i, 4, 5, “Grace be unto you and peace 
from Him which was, and which is, and which is to come; and from the seven spirits which 
are before his throne,” (an emblematical representation, in reference, probably, to the golden 
branch with its seven me Ty | ‘and from Jesus Christ.” The style of the book sufficiently 
accounts for the Holy Spirit being called “the seven spirits;” but no created spirit or com- 
pany of created spirits are ever spoken of under that appellation; and the place assigned to 
the seven spirits between the mention of the Father and the Son, indicates, with certainty, 
that one of the sacred Three, so eminent, and so exclusively eminent in both dispensations, 
is intended. 

The form of baptism next presents itself with demonstrative evidence on the two points 
before us, the Personality and Divinity of the Holy Spirit. It is the form of covenanr by 
which the sacred Three become our ONE or oNLY Gop, and we become urs people. ‘Go ye, 
therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in rHe Name of the Faruenr, and of the Son, 
and of the Ho1xy Guosr.” In what manner is this text to be disposed of, if the Personality of 
the Holy Ghost is denied? Is the form of baptism to be so understood as to imply that 1t is 
baptism in the name of one God, one creature, and one attribute? The grossness of this 
absurdity refutes it, and proves that here, at least, there can be no personification. If all the 
three, therefore, are persons, are we to make Christian baptism a baptisra in the name of one 
God and two creatures? This would be too near an approach to idolatry, or rather, it would 
be idolaty itself; for, considering baptism as an act of dedication to God, the acceptance of 
God as our God, on our part, and the renunciation of all other deities, and all other religions, 
what could a Heathen convert conceive of the two creatures so distinguished from all other 
creatures in heaven and in earth, and so associated with God himself as*to form together the 
one name, to which, by that act, he was devoted, and which he was henceforward to profess and 
honour, but that they were equally Divine unless special care were taken to instruct him that 
but one of the three was God, and the two others but creatures? But of this care, of this 
cautionary instruction, though so obviously necessary upon this theory, no single instance can 
be given in ail the writings of the Apostles. 

Baptism was not a new rite. It was used asa religious act among Heathens, and especially 
before initiation into their mysteries. Proselytes to the law of Moses were, probably, received 
by baptism; whether in, or into, the name of the God of Israel does not appear; (1) but 
necessarily on professing their faith in him as the true and only God. John, the forerunner 
of our Lord, baptized, but it does not appear that he baptized in the name or into the 
name of any one. This baptism was to all but our Lord, who needed it not, a baptism “unto 
repentance,” that is, on profession of repentance, to be followed by “fruits meet for repent- 
ance,” and into the expectation of the speedy approach of Messiah, But Christian baptism 
was directed to be in the name of three Persons, which peculiarity implies, first, the form of 
words to be used by the administration; second, the authority conveyed to receive such persons 
as had been made disciples into the church, and, consequently, into covenant with God; third, 
the faith required of the person baptized, faith in the existence of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
and in their character according to the reyelation made of each, first, by inspired teachers, and 


(7) Chapter 9. (8) Ibid. (9) Ibid, : , ; 
_ (1) The baptism of Jewish prolyee isa disputed point. It was strenuously maintained by Dr. Lightfoot, 
and opposed by Dr, Benson. Wall has, however, made the practice highly probable, and it is spoken of in 
a sammy as a rite with which the Jews were familiar. Certainly it was a practice among the Jews near 
he Ohristian era, ~ . 
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in after times by their writings; and, fourth, consecration to the service of the three Persons, 
having one name, which gould be no other than that of the one Gop. ‘What stronger proof of the 
Divinity of each can be given than in this single passage? ‘The form exhibits three Persons, 
without any note of superiority or inferiority, except that of the mere order in which they are 
placed. It conveys authority in the united name, and the authority is, therefore, equal. It 
~ supposes faith, that is, not merely belief, but, as the object of religious profession and adhe- 
rence, trust in each, or collectively in the one name which unites the three in one; yet that 
which is Divine only can be properly the object of religious truth. It implies devotion to the _ 
service of each, the yielding of obedience, the consecration of every power of mind and body to 
each, and therefore each must have an equal right to this surrender and to the authority 
which it implies. . 4 

It has been objected, that baptism is, in the book of Acts, frequently mentioned as baptism. 
¢in the name of the Lord Jesus” simply, and from hence the Socinians would infer that the 
formula in the Gospel of St. Matthew was not in use. If this were so, it would only conclude 
against the use of the words of our Lord as the standing form of baptism, but would prove nothing 
against the significancy of baptism in whatever form it might be administered. For as this 
passage in St. Matthew was the original commission under which, alone, the Apostles had 
authority to baptize at. all, the import of the rite is marked out in it, and, whatever words they 
used in baptism, they were found to explain the import of the rite, as laid down by ther 
Master, to all disciples so received. But, from the passages adduced from the Acts, the 
inference that the form of baptism given in Matthew was not rigorously followed by the 
Apostles does not follow, “because the earliest Christian writers inform us, that this solemn 
form of expression was uniformly employed from the beginning of the Christian church. It is 
true, indeed, that the Apostle Peter said to those who were converted on the day of Pentecost, 
Acts ii, 38, ‘Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ ;’ and that, 
in different places of the book of Acts, it is said that persons-were baptized in the name of the 
Lord Jesus; but there is internal evidence from the New Testament itself, that when the 
historian says, that persons were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus, he means they were 
baptized according to the form prescribed by Jesus. Thus the question put, Acts xix, 3, 
‘Unto what then were ye baptized? shows that he did not suppose it possible for any person 
who administered Christian baptism to omit the mention of ‘the Holy Ghost ;? and even after 
the question, the historian, when he informs us that the disciples were baptized, is not solicit- 
ous to repeat the whole form, but says in his usual manner, Acts xix, 5, ‘when they heard this, 
they were baptized, in the name of the Lord Jesus” There is another question put by the 
Apostle Paul, which shows us in what light he viewed the form of baptism: 1 Cor. 1, 13, 
‘Were ye baptized in the name of Paul?’ Here the question implies-that he considered the 
form of baptism as so sacred, that the introducing the name of a teacher into it was the same 
thing as introducing a new master into the kingdom of Christ.” : 

Ecclesiastical antiquity comes in, also, to establish the exact use of this form in baptism, as 
the practice from the days of the Apostles. ‘The-most ancient method was for the persons to 
be baptized to say, “I believe in God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.” ‘This was 
his profession of faith, and with respect to the administration, Justin Martyr, who was born 
soon after the death of the Apostle John, says, in his first Apology, ‘Whosoever can be 
persuaded and believe that those things which are taught and asserted by us are true—are 
brought by us to a place where there is water, and regenerated according to the rite of 
regeneration, by which we ourselves have been born again. For then they are washed in the 
water, in the name of God the Father and Lord of all, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and 
of the Holy Ghost.” 'This passage, I may observe by the way, shows that, in the primitive 
church, men were not baptized in order to their being taught, but taught im order to their being 
baptized, and that, consequently, baptism was not a mere expression of willingness to be 
instructed, but a profession of faith, and a consecration to the Trinity, after the course of © 
instruction was completed. ‘Tertullian also says, “the law of baptism is enjomed and the 
form prescribed, Go teach the nations, baptizing them into the name of the Father, and the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit.” (2) : ‘ 

The testimonies to this effect are abundant, (3) and, together with the form given by our 
Lord, they prove that every Christian in the first ages did, upon his very entrance into the 
Church of Christ, profess his faith in the Divinity and Personality of the Holy Ghost, as well 
as of the Father and the Son. 

But other arguments are not wanting to prove both the Personality and the Divinity of the 
Holy Spirit. With respect to the former, 

1. 'The mode of his subsistence in the sacred Trinity proves his Personality. He proceeds 
from the Father and the Son, and cannot, therefore, be either. To say that an attribute 
proceeds and comes forth would be a gross absurdity. aed 

2. From so many Scriptures being wholly unintelligible and even absurd, unless the Holy 
Ghost is allowed to be a person. For as those who take the phrase as ascribing no more than 
a figurative Personality to an attribute, make that attribute to be the energy or power of God, 
they reduce such passages as the following to utter unmeaningness: “God anointed Jesus 


(2) De Baptismo. (3) See Wall’s History of Infant Baptism and Bingham’s Antiquities. 
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with the Holy Ghost and with power,” that is, with the power of God and with power. 
“That ye may abound in hope through the power of the Holy Ghost,” that is, through the 
power of power. ‘In demonstration of the Spirit and of power,” that is, in demonstration of 
power and of power. And if it should be pleaded that the last passage is a Hebraism for 

“powerful demonstration of the Spirit,” it makes the interpretation still more obviously ab- ~ 
surd, for it would then be “the powerful demonstration of power.” It seemed good to the: 
Holy Ghost,” to the power of God, “and to us.” “The Spirit and the bride say, Come,”— 
the power of God andthe bride say, Come. Modern Unitarians, from Dr. Priestley to Mr. 
' Belsham, venture to‘find fault with the style of the Apostles in some instances; and those 
penmen of the Holy Spirit have, indeed, a very unfortunate method of expressing themselves 
for those who would make them the ‘patrons of Socinianism ; but they would more justly 
serve the censures of these judges of the “ words which the Holy Ghost” taught, had they 
n really such writers as the Socinian scheme would make them, and of which the above 
are stances. 3 Pree: : ; ap 
_ 3. Personification of any kind is, in some passages in which the Holy Ghost is spoken of, 
impossible. The reality which this figure of speech is said to present to us is either some of 
the attributes of God, or else the doctrine of the Gospel. Let this theory, then, be tried upon 
the following passages: “He shall not speak of himself, but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall 
he speak.” What attribute of God can here be personified? And if the doctrine of the Gos- 
pel be arrayed with personal attributes, where is there an instance of so monstrous a proso- 
in ee as this:passage would present ?—the doctrine of the Gospel not speaking “ of himself” 
ut speaking “ whatsoever he shall hear !”—“'The Spirit maketh intercession for us.” What 
attribute is capable of interceding, or how can the doctrine of the Gospel intercede? Person- 
ification, too, is the language of poetry, and takes place naturally only in excited and elevated 
discourse ; but if the Holy Spirit be a personification, we find it in the ordinary and cool 
strain of mere narration and argumentative discourse in the New Testament, and in the most 
incidental conversations. “Have ye received the Holy Ghost since ye believed? We have 
not so much as heard whether there be any Holy Ghost.” How impossible is it here to extort, 
by any process whatever, even the shadow of a personification of either any attribute of God, 
or of the aoctrine of the Gospel. So again, “The Spirit said unto Philip, Go near, and join 
thyself to this chariot.” Could it be any attribute of God which said this, or could it be the 
doctrine of the Gospel ? 

It is in vain, then, to speak of the personification of wisdom in the Book of Proverbs, and 
of charity in the writings of St. Paul; and if even instances of the personification of Divine 
attributes and of the doctrine of the Gospel could be found under this very term, the Holy 
Spirit, yet the above texts and numerous other passages being utterly incapable of being so 
resolved, would still teach the doctrine of a personal Holy Ghost. ‘The passage on which 
such interpreters chiefly rely as an instance of the personification of the doctrine of the Gospel 
is 2 Cor. ili, 6, “ Who also hath made us able ministers of the New Testament, not of the 
letter but of the Spirit, for the letter killeth ; but the Spirit giveth life.” To this Witsius well 
replies; 

re Were we to grant that, the Spirit, by a metonymy, denotes the doctrine of the Gospel ; 
what is improperly ascribed there to the Gospel as an exemplary cause, is properly to be attri- 
buted to the person of the Holy Spirit, as the principal efficient cause. Thus also that which 
is elsewhere ascribed to the letter of the law, is, by the same analogy, to be attributed to the 

erson of the law-giver, But it does not seem necessary for us to make such a concession. 
The Apostle does not call the law ‘the letter ;? or the Gospel ‘ the Spirit ;’ but teaches that the 
letter is in the law, and the Spirit in the Gospel, so that they who minister to the law, min« 
ister to the letter; they who minister to the Gospel, to the Spirit. He calls that the letter, 
which is unable at first, and by itself, to convert a man; or to give a sinner the hope of life, 
much less to quicken him. By the Spirit, he understands both the person of the Spirit, and 
his quickening grace ; which is clearly disclosed, and rendered efficacious, by means of the 
Gospel. Ina preceding verse, the Apostle undoubtedly distinguishes the Spirit from the 
doctrine, when he calls the Corinthians ‘the Epistle of Christ, written not with ink, but with 
the Spirit of the living God,’ (4) e 

Finally, that the Holy Ghost is a Person, and not an attribute, is proved by the use of mas- 
culine pronouns and relatives in the Greek of the New Testament, in connection with the 
neuter noun zvevpa, Spirit; and by so many distinct personal acts being ascribed to him, as, 
to come, to go, to be sent, to teach, to guide, to comfort, to make intercession, to bear witness, to 
give gifts, “dividing them to every man as he WILL,” fo be vexed, grieved, and quenched. ‘These 
hen i applied.to the mere fiction of a Person, and they, therefore, establish the Spirit’s true 

ersonality. m : ¢ 

Some additional arguments, to those before given to establish the Divinity of the Holy 
Ghost may also be adduced. : 

The first is taken from his being the subject of blasphemy—“ the blasphemy against the 
Holy Ghost shall not be forgiven unto men,” Matt. xii, 31: This blasphemy consisted in 
ascribing his miraculous works to Satan; and that he is capable of being blasphemed proves 


. (4) Exposition of Greed. 
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him to be as much a Person as the Son.; and it progee him tobe Divine, because it shows that 
he be sinned against, and so sinned against, that the blasphemer shall not be forgiven. 
A Person he must be, or he eould not. be blasphemed ; a Divine Person he must be to consti- 
tute this blasphemy a sin against -him in the proper sense, and of so malignant a kind as to 
place it beyond the reach of mercy. . yee 

He is called Gop. “ Why hath Satan filled thine heart to lie unto the Holy Ghost? Why 
hast thow conceived this in thine heart? Thou has not lied unto men; but unto God.” 
Ananias is said to have lied, particularly “unto the Holy Ghost,” because the Apostles were 
under his special direction, in establishing the. temporary regulation among Christians that 

_they should have all things in common ; the detection of the crime itself was a demonstration of 
the Divinity of the Spirit, because it showed his omniscience, his knowledge of the most secret 
acts. In addition to the proof of his Divinity thus afforded by this history, he is also called 
God, “Thou hast not lied unto men; but unto Gon.” He is also called the Lorp, “ Now the 
Lord is that Spirit,” 2 Cor. iii, 17. He is Erernat, “the eternal Spirit,” Heb. ix, 14. Omnr- 
PRESENCE is ascribed to him, “‘ Your body is the temple of the Holy Ghost ;” “As many as 
are led by the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God.” » Now, as all true Christians are his 
temples, and are led by him, he must be present to them at all times and in all places. He is 
said to be Omniscient, “The Spirit searcheth all things, even the deep things of Gop.” Here 
the Spirit is said to search or know “all things” absolutely; and then, to make this" more 
‘emphatic, that he knows. “the deep things of God,” things hidden from every creature, the 
depths of his essence, and the secrets of his counsels ; for, that this is intended, appears from 
the next verse, where he is said to know “the things of God,” as the Spirit of aman knows the 
things of a man. Supreme Maszsry is also attributed to him, so that “to le to him,” to 
“blaspheme” him, “to vex” him, to do him “ despite,” are sins, and render the offender liable 
to Divine punishment... ; / 

He is the source of inspiration. “Holy men of God spake as they were moved by the 
Holy Ghost.” “He shall lead you into all truth.” He is the source and fountain of Lirr. 
“Tt is the Spirit that quickeneth.” ‘He that raised up Christ from the dead shall quicken 
your mortal bodies, by his Spirit that dwelleth in you.” As we have seen him acting in the 
material creation, so he is the author of the NEW CREATION, which is as evidently a work of 
Divine power as the former: “Born of the Spirit ;” “The renewing of the Holy Ghost.” He 
‘is the author of religions comrort—“ The Comforter.” The moral attributes of God are also 
given to him. Ho.ivess, which includes all in one:—the Hoy Ghost is his eminent desig- 
nation, Goopness and Grace are his attributes. “Thy Spirit is good.” The Spirit of 
Grace.” Truru also, for he is “'The Spirit of Truth.” 

How impracticable it is to interpret the phrase, “‘' The Holy Ghost,” as a periphrasis for God 
himself, has been proved in considering some of the above passages, and will be obvious from 
the slightest consideration of the texts. A Spirit, which is the Spirit or Gop; which is so 
often distinguished rrom the Father: which “sexs” and “mars” “the Father; which 
SEARCHES “ the deep things” of God; whichis “szn1r” by the Father; which “ PROCEEDETH” 
from him; and who has: special prayer addressed to him at the same time as the Father, 
cannot, though “ one with him,”. be the Father; and that.he is not the Son, is acknowledged 
on both sides. ag 

Asa Divine Persoy, our regards are, therefore, justly due to him as the object of worship 
and trust, of prayer and blessing; duties to which we are specially called, both by the general 
consideration of his Divinity, and by that affectingly benevolent and attractive character 
under which he is presented to us in the whole Scriptures. In creation we see him moving 
upon the face of chaos, and reducing it to a beautiful order; in providence, “renewing the 
face of the earth,” “ garnishing the heavens,” and “ giving life” to man. . In grace we behold 
him expanding the prophetic scene to the vision of the seers of the Old Testament, and makine 
a perfect revelation of the doctrine of Christ to the Apostles of the New. He “reproves the 
world of sin,” and works secret conviction of its evil and danger in the heart. He is “the 
Spirit of grace and supplication ;” the softened heart, the yielding will, all heavenly desires 
and tendencies are from him. He hastens to the troubled spirits of penitent men, who are led 
by his influence to Christ, and in whose hearts he has wrought fuith, with the news of pardon 
and “bears witness” of their sonship “with their spirit.” He aids their “ infirmities -” makes 
“intercession for them ;” inspires thoughts of consolation and feelings of peace ; plants and 
perfects in them whatsoever things are pure, and lovely, and Honest, and of good report; 
delights m his own work in the renewed heart; dwells in the soul as in a temple; and. after 
having rendered the spirit to God, without spot or wrinkle, or any such thing. “sanctified and 
meet for heaven, finishes his benevolent and glorious work by raising the bodies of saints in 
immortal life at the last day. So powerfully does “the Spirit of glory and of God” claim our 
love, our praise, and our obedience! In the forms of the churches of Christ, in all ages, he 
has, therefore, been associated with the Father and the Son, in equal glory and blessing ; and 
where such forms are not in use, this distinct recognition of the Spirit, so much in danger of 
being neglected, ought, by ministers, to be most carefully and constantly made, in every eratue 
latory'act of devotion, that so equally to each Person of the Eternal Trinity glory may be 
given “in the church throughout all ages. Amen,” 

The essential and fundamental character of the doctrine of the holy and undivided Trinity 
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has been already stated, and the more fually the evidences of the Divinity of the Son and the 
Spirit are educed from the er writings, the more deeply we shall be impressed with this 
view, and the more binding wi our obligation to “contend earnestly for” this part of “the 

faith which was once delivered unto the saints.» Nor can the plea here be ever soundly urged, 
that this is a merely speculative doctrine ; for, as it has been well observed by a learned 
writer, “The truth is, the doctrineof the Trinity is so far from being merely a matter of specula- 
lion, that it is the very essence Of | the Christian religion, the foundation of the whole revelation, 
and connected with every part of it. All that is peculiar in this religion has relation to the 
redemption of Christ, and the sanctification of the Spirit. And whosoever-is endeavouring 
to invalidate these articles is overthrowing or undermining the authority of this dispensation, 
and reducing it to a good moral system only, or treatise of ethics, ' 

“If the Word, or Logos, who became incarnate, was a created being only, then the mystery 
of his incarnation, so much insisted on in Scripture, and the love expressed to mankind there- 
by, so much magnified, dwindle into an interested service ; and a short life of sufferings, 
concluded, indeed, with a painful death, is rewarded with Divine honours, and a creature 
advanced thereby to the glory of the Creator ; for the command is plain and express, that ‘all 
the angels‘of God’ should ‘worship him.’ And have not many saints and martyrs undergone 
the same sufferings without the like glorious recompense ? And is not the advantage to Christ 
himself, by his incarnation and passion, greater on this supposition, than to men, for whose 
sake the sacred writers represent this scheme of mercy undertaken ? y : 

“ Again: if the motions of the Holy Spirit, so frequently spoken of, are only figurative 
expressions, and do not necessarily imply any real person who is the author of them, or if this 
person be only a created being, then we are deprived of all hopes of Divine assistance in our 
spiritual warfare; and. have nothing but our own natural abilities wherewith to contend 
against the world, the flesh, and the devil. And is it not amazing that this article could ever 
be represented as a mere abstracted speculation, when our deliverance both from the penalty 
and power of sin does so plainly depend upon it? In the sacred writings a true faith is made 
as necessary as a right practice, and this in particular in order to that end. For Arianism, 
Socinianism, and all those*several heresies, of what kind or title Soever, which destroy the 
Divinity of the Son and Holy Ghost, are, indeed, no other than different schemes of infidelity ; 
since the authority, end, and inftuence of the Gospel are as effectually made void by disowning 
the characters in which our Redeemer and Sanctifier are there represented, as even by con- 
testing the evidences of its Divine original. These notions plainly rob those two divine 

Persons of their operations and attributes, and of the honour due to them; lessen the mercy 
and mystery of the scheme of our salvation; degrade our notion of ourselves and our fellow 
creatures; alter the nature of several duties, and weaken those great motives to the observance 
of all that true Christianit proposes to us.”(5) 


CHAPTER XVII. 
Fai or Man—Docrrine oF OnicinaL Sin. 


Tue Scriptural character of God having been adduced from the inspired writings, we now 
proceed, in pursuance of our plan, to consider their testimony as to Man both in the estate in 
which he was first created, and in that lasped condition into which the first act of disobedience 
plunged the first pair and their whole posterity. heed 

“Besides that natural government of God, which is exercised over material things, over mere 
animals, and over rational beings, considered merely as parts of the great visible creation, 
which must be conserved and regulated so as to preserve its order and accomplish its natural 
purposes ; there is evidence of the existence of an administration of another ind. This we 
call moral government, because it has respect to the actions of rational creatures, considered 
as good al evil, which qualities are necessarily determined, at least to us, by a law, and that 
law the will of Gop. Whether things are good or evil by a sort of eternal fitness or unfitness 
in themselves, and not made so by the will of God, is a question which has been agitated from 
the days of the schoolmen. Like many other similar questions, however, this is a profitless 
one; for as we cannot comprehend the eternal reason and fitness of things on the whole, we 
could have no certain means of determining the moral qualities of things, without a declara- 
tion of the will of Gop, who alone knows them both absolutely and relatively, possibly and 
really, to perfection.. As for the distinctions that some things are good or evil antecedently 
to the will of God ; some consequently upon it, and some both one and the other; it may be 
observed, that, if by the will of God we are to understand one of his attributes, nothing can be 
antecedent to his will; and if we understand it to mean the declared will of God, in the form. 
of command or law, then nothing can be rewardable or punishable antecedent to the will of 
God, which only in that form becomes the rule of the conduct of his creatures ; and is, in all the 
instances with which we,are acquainted, revealed, under the sanction of rewards or punishments, 

3 ; 


(5) Dodwell. 
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“But is the will of God the cause of his law? Is his will the original of right and wage 
Is a thing therefore right because Gop wills it? or does he will it because it is ri ht? Tfear 
~~ this celebrated question is more curious than useful; and perhaps, in the manner in which it 
js usually treated of, it does not. well consist with the regard that is due from a creat 
the Creator and Governor of all things. Nevertheless, with awe and reverence we may 
~ speak a little. 5 ees 7 : ce * 
“Tt seems then that the whole difficulty arises from considering God’s will as distinct from 
God. Otherwise it vanishes away: for none can doubt but God is the cause of the law of 
God. But the will of God is God himself. It is God considered as willing thus and thus; 
consequently to say that the will of God, or that God himself is the cause of law, is one and 
the same thing. . , of 
“Avain: if the law, the immutable rule of right and wrong, depends on the nature and 
fitness of things, and on their essential relations to each other: (I do not say their eternal 
“relations, because the eternal relations of things existing in time. 1s little less than a contra- 
diction; if I say this depends on the nature and relations of things, then it must depend on | 
God, or the will of God; because those things themselves, with all their relations, are the 
“work of his hands. By his will, for his pleaswre alone, they are and were created. And yet it 
may be granted, which is, probably, all that a considerate person would contend for, that in 
every particular case God wills thus or thus, (suppose that men should honour their parents, ) 
because it is right, agreeable to the fitness of things, to the relation in which, they stand.”(6) 
_. All the moral and accountable creatures with which the Scriptures:make us acquainted are 
~Ancexs, Devits, and Men. The first are inhabitants of heaven, and dwell in the immediate 
presence of God, though often employed on services to the children of men in this world. The 
-second are represented as being in darkness and punishment as their general and collective 
condition, but still having access to this world by permission of God, for purposes of temptation 
and mischief, and as waiting for a final judgment and a heavier doom, Whether any other 
*s rational beings exist, not included in any of the above classes, dwelling in the planets and 
other celestial bodies, and regions of space, visible or invisible to us, and. collectively forming 
an immensely extended and immeasurable creation, canmot be certainly determined ; and all 
that can be said is, that the opinion is favoured by certain natural analogies between the planet 
we inhabit and other planetary bodies and between our sun and planetary system and the fixed 
stars, which are deemed to be solar centres of other planetary systems. But were this estab- 
lished, there is nothing in the fact, as some have supposed, to interfere with any view which 
the Scriptures give us of the moral government of God as to this world.(7) Were our race 
alone in the universe, we should not be greater than we are; if, on the contrary, we are 
associated with countless myriads of fellow rationals in different and distinct residences, we are 
not thereby minified. If they are under moral government, so are we; if they are not, which - 
no one can prove, the evidences that we are accountable creatures remain the same. If they 
have never fallen, the fact of our rédemption cannot be affected by that; and if they need a 
Saviour, we may well leave the method of providing for their case or the reasons of their pre~ _ 
terition to the wisdom of God; it is a fact which we have not before us, and on which we 
cannot reason. No sinister use at all can be made of the mere probability of the plurality of 
rational worlds, except to persuade us that we are so little and insignificant as to make it a 
vain presumption to suppose that we are the objects of Divine love. But nothing can be even 
more unphilosophical than the suggestion, since it supposes that, in proportion as the common 
Father multiplies his offspring, he must love each indiwdual less, or be more inattentive to his 
interests; and because it estimates the importance of man by the existence of beings to which 
he has no relation, rather than by his relation to God, and his own capacity of improvement, : 
pleasure, pain, and immortality. According to this absurd dream of infidelity, every individual 
in the British empire would annually lose his weight and worth in the sight of his Maker asa, 
moral and intellectual being, because there is a great annual increase of its population. ; 
The Law under which all moral agents are placed, there is reason to believe, 1s substantially, 
and in its great principles, the same, and is included in this epitome, “ Thou shalt love the 
Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy strength, and with | 
all thy mind, and thy neighbour as thyself.”—For though this is spoken to men, yet, as itis | | 
founded, in both its parts, upon the natural relation of every intelligent creature to God and | 
to all other intelligent creatures, it may be presumed to be universal. Every creature owes > | 
obedience to God its Maker, and a benevolent Creator could only seek, in the first instance, 
the obedience of love, Every creature must, from a revealed character of the Creator, be con- 
eluded to have been made not only to show forth his glory, but itself to enjoy happiness. Now 
the love of God is that affection which unites a created intelligent nature to God, the source of 
true happiness, and prevents, in all cases, obedience from being felt as.a burden, or regarded 
under the cold convictions of mere duty. If, therefore, a cheerful obedience from the creature 
be required as that which would constantly promote by action the felicity of the agent, this 
law of love is to be considered as the law of all moral beings, whether ofangelsor ofmen. Its 
comprehensiveness is another presumption of its universality ; for, unquestionably, it is ae || 
maxim of universal import, that “love is the fulfilling of the law,” since he who loves must 
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(6) Wesley. (7) See page 107. ; ; 
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rose to be obedient to every command issued by the sovereign, or the Father beloved; and _ 
en this love is supreme and uniform, the obedience must be absolute and unceasing. The 
d command is also “like unto it” in these respects—it founds itself on the natural relations 
h exist-among the creatures of God, and it comprehends every possible relative duty. All 
Intelligent creatures were intended : o live in society. We read of no solitary rational being ~ 
being placed in any part of the creation. Angels are many, and, from all the representations ~ 
of Scripture, may be ghar as forming one or more collective bodies. When man was 
created, it was decided that it was not good for him to be alone, and when “a help meet fc 
him” was provided, they were commanded to be fruitful and multiply, that the number might 
be increased — earth “replenished.” The very precepts which oblige us to love one 
another are prestimptive that it was the will of God, not merely that his rational creatures 
should live in society and do no injury to each other, but that they should be “kindly affec- 
tionate one toward another ;” a principle from which all acts of relative duty would spon- 
"temas and which would guard against all hostility, envy, and injury. ‘Thus, by these 
~ two great first principles of the Divine law, the rational creatures of God would be united to 
him as theircommon Lord and Father, and to each other as fellow subjects and brethren. This ‘ 
view is farther supported by the intimations which the Scriptures afford us of the moral state 
of the only other intelligent class of beings besides man with which we are acquainted. Angels 
are constantly exhibited as loving God, jealous of his glory, and cheerfully active in the execu- 
tion of his will; as benevolent toward each other, and as tenderly affected toward men. Devils, 
on the contrary, who are “the angels that sinned,” are represented as filled with hatred and 
“malice both toward God and every holy creature. _ sare: see (ah 
~ Indeed, if rational beings are under a law at all, it cannot be conceived that less than this , 
eould be required by the good and holy being their Creator. They are bound to render all 
love, honour, and obedience, to him by a natural and absolute obligation; and, as it. has been 
demonstrated in the experience of man, any thing less would be not only contrary to the 
Creator’s glory, but fatal to the creature’s happiness. sy 
From these views it follows, that all particular precepts, whether they relate to God or to 
other rational creatures, arise out of one or other of those two “great” and comprehending 
* commandments ;” and that every particular law supposes the general one.. For as in the 
Decalogue and in the writings of the Prophets are many particular precepts, though in neither . 
are these two great commandments expressly recorded, and yet our Saviour has told us that. 
S¢on these two commandments hang all the law and the Prophets ;” and the Apostle Paul, that 
the precepts, Thou shalt not commit adultery, thou shalt not kill, thou shalt not steal, thou 
shalt not covet, and if there be any other commandment, it is briefly comprehended in this say- 
ing, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself;” we are warranted to conclude that all moral 
particular precepts presuppose those two general ones, wherever they are found, and to whom- 
soever they are given. 

We may apply this consideration to our first parents in their primitive state. When the 

~ law of Moses was given, engraven on tables of stone by the finger of God, Law was not first 
introduced into the world. Men were accounted righteous or wicked between the giving of 
‘the law and the flood, and before the flood, and were dealt with accordingly. Noah was “a 
righteous man,” and the “violence and wickedness” of the antediluvian earth were the causes 
of its destruction by water. ‘Enoch walked with God;” Abel was “righteous,” and Cain 
“wicked.” Now as the moral quality of actions is determined by law, and the moral law is 
a revelation of the will of God; and as every punitive act on his part, and every bestowment 
of rewards and favours expressly on account of righteousness, suppose a regal administration ; 
men were under a law up to the time of the fall, which law, in all its particular precepts, did, 
according to the reasoning of our Lord and St. Paul, given above, presuppose the two great 

~~ commandments. That our first parents were under a law, is evident from the history of the . 
transactions in the garden; but, though but one particular command, in the form of a prohi- 
bition, was given, we are not to conclude that this was the compass of their requirements, and 
the sole measure of their obedience. It was a particular command, which, like those in the 
Decalogue, and in the writings of the Prophets, presupposed a general law, of which this was 
but. one manifestation. ‘Thus are we conducted to a more ancient date of the Divine law than 
the solemnities of Sinai, or even the creation of man, a law coéval in its declaration with the 
date of rational created existence, and in its principles with God himself. “The law of God, 
speaking of the manner of men, is a copy of the eternal mind, a transcript of the Divine nature ; 
yea, it is the faivest offspring of the everlasting Father, the brightest efflux of his essential 
wisdom, the visible beauty of the Most High; the original idea of truth and good which were 
lodged in the uncreated mind from eternity.” (8) It is-“‘ holy, just, and good.” 

Under this condition of rational existence must Adam, therefore, and every other*moral 
agent have come into being, a condition, of course, to which he could not be a party, to which 
he had no right to be a party, had it been possible, but which was laid upon him; he was made 
under law, as all his descendants are born under law. (9) 


8) Wesley. : 
9) The covenant of works, a term much in use among divines, is one which is not in so much use as for- 
»merly; but, rightly understood, it has a good sense. The word usually translated covenant in the New 
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‘the nature, extent, and consequences of his fall, it is necessary to consider brieft 
‘of his creation. 2 F Ne : 
The manner in which this is narrated indicates something peculiar and eminent in the being 
to be formed. In the heavenly bodies around the earth, and among all the various productions _ 
of its surface, vegetable and animal, however perfect in their kinds, and complete, beautiful, 
and excellent in their respective natures, not one being was found to whom the rest could min- 

ister instruction, whom they could call forth into meditation, inspire with moral delight, or lead ~ 
up'to the Creator himself. ‘There was, properly speaking, no intellectual being ; none to whom 
the whole, or eyen any great number of the parts, of the frame and furniture of material nature 
could minister knowledge; no one who could employ upon them the generalizing faculty, and 
make them the basis of inductive knowledge. If, then, it was not wholly for himself that the 
world was created by God; and angels, if they, as it is indicated in Scripture, had a prior 
existence, were not so immediately-connected with this system, that it can be supposed to have 
been made immediately forthem; a rational inhabitant was obyiously still wanting to complete 
the work, and to constitute a perfect whole. The formation of such a being was marked, 
7a manner of proceeding which serves to impress us with a sense of the greatness 

‘ofthe work. Not that it could be a matter of more difficulty to Ommipotence to create man 
than any thing beside; but principally, it is probable, hecause he was to be the lord of the 
whole, and to be, therefore, himself accoun to the original proprietor, and to exhibit the 
existence of another species of government, a moral administration ; and to be the only creature 
constituted an image of the intellectual and moral perfections, and of the immortality of the 
common Maker. Every thing, therefore, as to man’s creation is given in a solemn and deli~ 
berative form, together with an intimation of a Trinity of Persons in the Godhead, all Divine, 
because all equally possessed of ereative power, and to each of whom man was to stand in 
relations so sacred and intimate. “And God said; Let us make man in our image, after our 
likeness ; and let them have dominion,” &c. In what, then, did this “image” and “likeness” 
consist ? = 

That human nature has two essential constituent parts is manifest from the history of Moses: 
—the sony formed out of preéxistent matter, the earth; and a LiviNe souL, breathed into the 
body, by an inspiration from God. “And the Lord God formed man out of the dust of the 
ground, and breathed into his nostrils (or face) the breath of life, (LrvEs,) and man became a 
living soul." Whatever was thus imparted to the body of man, already “ formed,” and per- 


tory 


: fectly fashioned in all its parts, was the only cause of life; and the whole tenor of Scripture 


7] 


shows that that was the rational spirit itself, which, by a law of its Creator, was incapable of- 
death, even after the body had fallen under that penalty. 

The “image” or likeness of God in which man was made, has, by some, been assigned to 
the body; by others, to the soul; others, again have found it in the circumstance of his having 
* dominion” over the other creatures. - As to the body, it is not necessary to take up any large 
space to prove, that in no sense can that bear the image of God, that is, be “like” God. ‘Des- 
cant ever so much or ever so poetically upon man’s upright and noble form, an upright form 
has no more likeness to God than a prone or reptile one ; God is incorporeal, and hasno bodily 
shape to be the antitype of any thing material. E 

his also is fatal to the notion that the image of God in man consisted in the “dominion” 
which was granted to him over this lower world. Limited dominion may, it is true, be an 
image of large and absolute dominion, but man is not said to have been made in the image of 
God’s dominion, which is an accident merely, for, before any creatures existed, God himself 
could have no dominion; but in the image and likeness of God himself,—of something which 
constitutes his nature. Still farther, man, according to the history, was evidently made in the 
eimage of God, in order to his having dominion, as the Hebrew particle imports. He who was 
to have dominion must, necessarily, be made before he could be invested with it, and, therefore, 
dominion was consequent to his existing in the “image” and “likeness” of God; and could 
not be that image itself. ; oy 


. 
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The attempts which have been made to fix upon some one essential quality in which to; 
place that “image” of God in which man was created, is not only uncalled for by any Scrip- ~ 


tural reason, but is even contradicted by various parts of Scripture, from which, alone, we ¢a 

derive our information on this subject. It is in vain to say that this “image” must be some- 
thing essential to human nature, something only which cannot be lost. We shall, it is true 
find that the revelation places it in what is essential to human nature; but that it should 
comprehend nothing else, or one quality only, has no proof or reason ; and we are, in fact, 
taught that it comprises also what is not essential to human nature, and what may be lost and 
be regained. As to both, the evidence of Scripture is explicit. . When God is called “ the 
Father of Spirits,” a likeness is certainly intimated between man and God in the spirituality 
of their nature. This is also implied in the striking’argument of St. Paul with the Athenians. 


~ — - +3 i 
Testament, more properly signifies a dispensation or appointment, which is, indeed, suited to the majesty 
of lato, and even the authoritative establishment of a sole method of pardon. But in both there are parties, not 


to their original institution, but to their beneficent accomplishment, and in this view each may be termed a 
covenant., 3 z 
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« tke ong gi ” we are the orEsrnive of God, we ought not to think that the Godhead’. 
is f or silver, or stone, graven by art, andman’s device,” plainly referring to the 
idolatrous statues by which God was represented among Heathens; Pit cana to tod fa 


man consisted in bodily shape, this would not have been an argument against human repre- 
tations of the Deity, but it imports, as Howe well expresses it, that “ we are to understand 

that our resemblance to him, as we are his offspring, lies in some higher, more noble, and more 
excellent thing, of which there can be wm €, as who can tell how to give the figure or 
image of a thought, or of the mind or power.” In spirituality, and, consequently, 
immateriality, this image of God in man, then, m the first existence, consists. Nor is it any 
valid objection to say that “ immateriality is not peculiar. to the soul of man, for we have 
reason to believe that the inferior animals of the earth are actu; by an immaterial princi- 
ple.”(1) _ This is as oe as analogy can make it: but if we allow a spiritual principle to 
animals, its kind is obviously inferior ; for the spirit which is incapable of continuous induction | 
and moral knowledge, must be of an inferior order to the spirit which possesses these capa.- 
bilities ; and this is the kind of spirituality which is peculiar to man. a ee 

The sentiment expressed in ‘Wisdom ii, 23, is evidence that, in the opinion of the ancient Jews, 
the image of God in man comprised immortality also. “For God created man to be meprialyends 
made him to be an image of his own eternity,” and though other creatures, and even the y of. 
‘ were made capable of immortality, and at least the material human frame, whatever we- 
may think of the case of animals, would have es death, had not sin entered the world, yet, 
without running into the absurdity of the “natural immortality” of the human soul, that essence 
must have been constituted immortal in a high and peculiar sense, which has ever retained its 
prerogative of eternal duration amidst the universal death, not only of animals, but of the bodies 
ofall human beings. To me there appears a manifest allusion to man’s immortality, as being 
included in the image of God, in the reason which is given in Genesis for the law which inflicts 
death.on murderers. “ Whoso -, man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed: for in 
the image of God made he man.” ‘The essence of the crime of homicide cannot be in the put- 
ting to'death the mere’animal part of man; and must, therefore, lie in the peculiar value of 
life to an immortal being, accountable in another state for the-actions done in this, and whose ~ 
life ought to be specially guarded, for this very reason, that death introduces him into change- 
less and eternal relations, which were not to he at the sport or mercy of human passions. 

To these we are to add the intellectual powers, and we have what divines have called, in 
perfect accordance with the Scriptures, the natural image of God in his creature, which is 


essential and ineffaceable. He was le of knowledge, and he was endowed with 
liberty of will. = 2 a 1 Qs 
This natural image of God in which man ted, was the foundation of that morat 


mace by which also he was distinguished. less he had been a spiritual, knowing, and 

‘line Beco would have been wholly incapable of moral qualities, That he had such 
gualities eminently, and that in them consisted the image of God, as well as in the natural 
attributes just stated, we have also the express testimony of Scripture. “Lo this only have 
I found, that God made man urricur, but they have sought out many inventions.7 The 
objections taken to this proof are thus satisfactorily ariswered by President Edwards: 

“Tt is an observation of no weight which Dr. Taylor makes on this text, that the word man 
is commonly used to signify mankind in general, or mankind collectively taken. It is true, it 
often signifies the species of mankind; but then it is used to signify the species, with regard 
to its duration and succession from its beginning, as well as with regard to its extent. The _ 
English word mankind is used to signify the species: But what then? Would it be an im- 

“proper way of speaking, to say, that when God first made mankind, he placed them in a 
pleasant paradise (meaning in their first parents,) but now they live in the midst of briers and 
thorns? And it is certain, that to speak thus of God making mankind,—his giving the spe- 
cies an existence in their first parents, at the creation,—is agreeable to the Scripture use of 
such an expression. As in Deut. iv, 32, ‘ Since the day that God crraTED MAN upon the earth? 
Job xx, 4, ‘Knowest thou not this of old, since man was placed upon the earth? Isaiah xly, 12, 
* Thave made the earth, and CREATED MAN upon it: I, even my hands, have stretched out the hea- 
wens” Jer. xxvii, 5, ‘I wave MADE the earth, the MAN and the beast that are upon the ground, by 
my great power.’ All these texts speak of God making man, signifying the species of mankind ; 
and yet they all plainly have respect to God making man af first, when he ‘made the earth,’ 
‘and stretched out the heavens.’ In all these places the same word, Adam, is used as in Eccle- 
siastes ; and in the last of these, used with (He emphaticum) the emphatic sign, as here; though 
Dr. T. omits it when he tells us he gives usa catalogue of all the places in Scripture where the 
word is used. And it argues nothing to the Doctor’s purpose, that the pronoun they is used,— 
‘Tuer have sought out many inventions” ‘This is properly applied to the species, which God 
made at first upright ; the species begun with more than one, and continued in a multitude. 
As Christ speaks of the two sexes, in the relation of man and wife, continued in successive 

merations. Matt. xix, 4,‘ He that mape THEM at the beginning, made them male and female, 
aving reference to Adam and Eve. : 

“No less impertinent, and also very unfair, is his criticism on the word (7w*) translated 
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upright. Because the word sometimes signifies right, he would from thence infer, that it does 
not properly signify m rectitude, even when used to express the character of moral agents. — 


‘He might as well insist, that the English word upright, sometimes, and in its most original: 
meaning, signifies vight-up, or in an erect posture, therefore it does not properly signify any 
moral character, when applied to moral agents. And indeed less unreasonably ; for it isknown 

___ that in the Hebrew language, in a peculiar manner, most words used to signify moral and 

spiritual things, are taken from external arid natural objects. The word (1w») Jashur is used, 
asapplied to moral agents, or to the words and actions of such, (if I have not mis-reckoned,) 
about a hundred and ten times in Scripture; and in about a hundred of them, without all dis- 
pute, to signify virtue, or moral rectitude, (though Dr. T. is pleased to say, the word does not 
_ generally signify a moral character,) and for the most part it signifies true virtue, or virtue in 

‘ ‘such a sense as distinguishes it from all false appearances of virtue, or what is only virtue in — 
‘some respects, but not truly so in the sight of God. It is used at least eighty times in this ~ 
sense: And scarce any word can be found in the Hebrew language more significant of this. — 
It is thus used constantly in Solomon’s writings, (where it isoften found) when used'to express 

_. acharacter or property of moral agents. And it is beyond all controversy, that he uses it in 
this place, (the vith of Eccles.) to signify moral rectitude, or a character of real virtue and 

- integrity. For the wise man is speaking of persons with respect to their moral character, 
inquiring into the corruption and depravity of mankind, (as is confessed by Dr. ‘T.) and he 
here declares, he had not found one among a thousand of the right stamp, truly and thoroughly 
virtuous and upright: which appeared a strange thing! But in this text he clears God, and 
lays the blame on man; man was not made thus at first. He was made of the right stamp, 

* altogether good in his kind, (as all other things were) truly and thoroughly virtuous, as he 
ought to be; ‘but they have sought out many inventions.” Which last expression signifies 
things sinful, or morally evil; (as is confessed p. 185.) And this expression used to signify 

» those moral evils he found in man, which he sets in opposition to the uprightness man was 
_made in, shows, that. by uprightness he means the most true and sincere goodness. The 
“word rendered inventions, most naturally and aptly signifies the subtle devices, and crooked 
deceitful ways of hypocrites, wherein they are of a character contrary to men of simplicit 
and godly sincerity ; who, though wise in that which is good, are simple concerning evil. 
Thus the same wise man, in Prov. xii, 6, sets a truly good man in opposition to a man of ~ 
wicked devices, whom God will condemn. Solomon had occasion to observe many who put on 
an artful disguise and fair show of goodness ; but on searching thoroughly, he found very few 
truly upright. As he says, Prov. xx, 6, ‘Most men will proclaim every one his own goodness : 
but a faithful main toho can find? so that it is exceeding plain, that by uprightness, in this 
lace, (Eccles, vii,) Solomon means true moral goodness.” (2) 
_. There is also an express allusion to the moral image of God, in which man was at first cre- 
~ ated, in Col, iii, 10, “And have put on-the new man, which is renewed in knowledge, after 
» the image of Him that created him ;” and, in Eph. iv, 24, “Put on the new man, which after 
__ God is created in righteousness and true holiness.” In these passages the Apostle represents 
'__ the change produced in true Christians by the Gospel, as a “renewal” of the image of God in 
“e ‘man ; as a new or second creation in that image; and he explicitly declares, that that image 
_ onsists in “ knowledge,” in “righteousness,” and in true holiness.” The import of these 
" terms shall be just. tow considered ; but itis here sufficient that they contain the doctrine of 
a creation of man in the image of the moral perfections of his Maker. ™ : 3 
This also may be finally argued from the satisfactiorwith which the historian of the creation 
represents the Creator as viewing the works of his hands as “very good.” This is pronounced ¥ 
with reference to-each individually, as well as to the whole. “And God saw every thing that. ~ 
he had made, and behold it was very good.” But, as to man, this goodness must necessarily - 
mply moral as well as physical qualities. "Without them he would have been imperfect as. 
man; and had they existed in him, in their first exercises, perverted and sinful, he must have 
been an exception, and could not have been pronounced “ very good.” The goodness of n an, 
asa rational being, must lie in a devotedness and. consecration to God; ocasequenttaean 
was at first devoted to God, otherwise he was not good. A rational creature, as such, iss 
capable of knowing, loving, serving, and living in communion with the Most Holy One. 
ot eo a did or did not use this capacity; if he did not, he was not very good, nor - 
_ As to the degree of moral perfection in the first man, much scope has been given, in describ- 
ing it, to a warm imagination, and to much rhetorical embellishment ; and Adam’s perfection 
has sometimes been placed at an elevation which renders it exceedingly difficult to conceive 
how he should fall into sin at all; and especially how he should fall so soon as seéms to be 
represented in the narrative of Moses. On the other hand, those who either deny or hold very 
slightly*the doctrine of our hereditary depravity, delight to represent Adam as little, if at all 
superior in moral perfection and capability to his descendants. But, if we attend to the pase. 
Sages of holy writ above quoted, we shall be able, on this subject, to ascertain; if not the exact 
degree of his moral endowments, yet that there is a certain standard below which he could not 
be placed, in the perfection of his moral endowments. Generally, he was made in the image. 


* « (2) Original Sin. ‘ ‘ 
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, which, we have already proved, is to be understood morally a s well as naturally, Now, 


ill be an accurate repre- 
t always be a miniature 
he ess,” that is, the 
act in the general assem- 

that the image of God’s 


is, that man, in his original state, was sinless, both in act and in principle. 1 made man 
PRIGHT.” That this signifies ‘afl rectitude has been already established ; but ‘the import 
pf the ba is very extensive. -It expresses, by an easy figure, the exactness of truth, justice, 
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reception, a retaining, and hearty approval of religious ais in which knowledge, eS 4 
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and explain the sublime mysteries of religion: ~The circumstance of his giving names tothe — 
animals is certainly no sufficient proof of his having attained to a, philosophical laintance — 
with their qualities and distinguishing habits, though we should allow the names be still 
retained in the Hebrew, and to be as expressive of their peculiarities as some expositors have | 


wledge by observation and study, though, no doubt, with greater rapidity 
and beasts were 


‘than we. The whole of the transaction was supernatural; the 


e virtues. , 3 - 2 

“A rational creature thus made, must not only be innocent and free, but must be formed. . 

y- His will must have an inward bias to virtue: he must have an inclination to please 

that God who made him; a supreme love to his Creator, a zeal to serve him, and a tender 

fear of offending him. % : oF ‘ 

__ “For either the new created man loved God supremely or not. If he did not he was not. 

ae since the law of nature requires a supreme loye to God. If he did he stood ready 

for every act of obedience: and this is true holiness of heart.. And, indeed, without this, how - 

could a God of holiness love the work of his own hands?- : : 

“There must be also in this creature a regular subjection of the inferior powers to the 

superior sense, and appetite and passion must be subject to reason. The mind must have a 
er to govern these lower faculties, that he might not offend against the law of his creation. 

' “He must also have his heart inlaid with love to the creatures, especially those of his own 
species, if he should be Lee among them: and with a principle of honesty and truth in 
dealing with them. And if many of those creatures were made at once, there would be no 
pride, malice, or envy, no falsehood, no brawls or contentions:among them, but all harmony 


snd love.”(4) ; oe : 
as these views are of man’s primitive state, it is not perhaps, possible for us fully to 

conceive of so exalted a condition as even this, Below this standard it could not fall 3 and 

that it implied a glory, and dignity, and moral greatness of a very exalted kind, is made 


i? (3) Watts. sg De Wate, 
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sufficiently appar the degree of guilt charged upon Adam when he fell, for the aggra- 


vating circumstances of his offence may well be deduced from: the tremendous consequences 
which followed. ae is 

“The creation of man in the moral image of God being so clearly stated in the Scriptures, it 
‘would be difficult to conceive in what manner their testimony, in this point, could be evaded, 
did we not know the readiness ‘with which some minds form objections, and how little inge- 
nuity is required to make objections plausible. ‘The objection to this clearly revealed truth 
is thus stated by Dr. Taylor, of Norwich, and it has been followed in substance, and with 
onbnaeae variation of phrase, by the Socinians of the present day. “ Adam could not be 
originally created in righteousness and true holiness ; because habits of holiness cannot be 
created without our knowledge, concurrence, or consent ; for holiness in its nature implies the 
choice and consent of a moral agent, without which it cannot be holiness.” If, however, it has . 
been established that God made man upright; that he was created in “knowledge,” “right- 
eousness,” and “ true holiness;” and that at his creation he was pronounced very good; all 
this falls to the ground, and is the vain reasoning of man against the explicit testimony of God. 
The fallacy is; however, easily detected. It lies in confounding “ habits of holiness” with the 
principle of holiness. Now though habit is the result of acts, and acts of voluntary choice ; 
yet if the choice be a right one, and right it must be in order to an act of holiness, and if this 
right choice, frequently exerted, produces so many acts as shall form what is called a habit, 
then either the principle from which that right choice arises must be good or bad, or neither. 
If neither, a right choice has no cause at all; if bad, a right choice could not originate from it; 
if good, then there may be a holy principle in man, a right nature before choice, and so that 
part of the argument falls to the ground. Now, in Adam, that rectitude of principle from 
which a right choice and right acts flowed, was either created with him or formed by his own 
volitions. If the latter be affirmed, then he must have willed right before he had a principle 
‘ef rectitude, which is absurd; if the former, then his creation in a state of moral rectitude, 


_ with an aptitude and disposition to good, is established. 


', Mr. Wesley thus answers the objection. 


“What is holiness? Is it not essentially love? The love of God and of all mankind? Love 
producing ‘ bowels of mercies,’ humbleness of mind, meekness, gentleness, long-suffering ?, And 
cannot God shed abroad this love in any soul, without his concurrence? Antecedent to his 
knowledge or consent? And supposing this to be done, will love change its nature? “W ill it» 
be no longer holiness? This argument can never be sustained; unless you would play with 
the word habits. Love is holiness wherever it exists. And God could create either men or 
steels endued from the very first moment of their existence, with whatsoever degree of love 

e pleased. ' 

“You ‘think, on the contrary, it is demonstration, that we cannot be righteous or holy, we 
cannot observe what is right without our own free and explicit choice.” I suppose you mean 
practise what is right. But a man may be righteous, before he does what is right, holy in heart 
before he is holy im life. The confounding these two all along, seems the ground of your 
strange imagination, that Adam ‘must choose to be righteous, must exercise thought and 
reflection before he could be righteous” Why so? ‘Because righteousness is'the ght use — 
and application of our powers.’ Here is your capital mistake. No, itis not: it is the right. 
state of our powers. It is the right disposition of our soul, the right temper of our mind. Take. 
this with you, and you will no more dream, that ‘God could not create man in righteousness 
and true holiness.’ ” (5) 3 . 

President Edwards’s answer is: : 

' J think it a contradiction to the nature of things as judged of by the common sense of 
mankind. It is agreeable to the sense of men, in all nations and ages, not only that the fruit 
or effect of a good choice is virtuous, but that the good choice itself, from whence that effect 
proceeds, is so; yea, also the antecedent food; disposition, temper, or affection of mind, from 
whence proceeds that good choice is virtuous. This is the general notion—not that principles. 
derive their goodness from actions, but—that actions derive their goodness from the principles 
whence they proceed; so that the act of choosing what is good, is no farther virtuous, than it: 
proceeds from a good principle or virtuous disposition of mind, Which supposes that a virtuous 
disposition of mind may be before a virtuous act of choice; and that, therefore, it is not neces- 
sary there should first be thought, reflection, and choice, before there ean be any virtuous dis- 
position. Ifthe choice be first, before the existence of a good disposition of heart, what is the 
character of that choice? There can, according to our natural notions, be no virtue in a choice 
which proceeds from no virtuous principle, but from mere self-love, ambition, or some animal 
appetites; therefore, a virtuous temper of mind may be before a good act of choice, as a tree 
may be before the fruit, and the fountain before the stream which proceeds from it? (6) 

The final cause of man’s creation was the display of the glory of God, and principally of his 
moral perfections. Among these, benevolence shone with eminent lustre. The creation of. 
rational and holy creatures was the only means, as it appears to us, of accomplishing that 
most paternal and benevolent design, to impart to other beings a portion of the Divine felicity. 
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ecific ; it is the felicity of knowledge, of conscious rectitude, of sufficiency, afd independence, 
the two former, creatures were capable; but only rational creatures. Matter, however 
formed, is unconscious, and is, and must for ever remain, incapable of happiness. However 
disposed and adorned, it was made for another, and not at all with reference to itself. . If it be 
curiously wrought, it 1s for some other’s wonder ; if it has use, it is for another’s convenience ; 
if it has beauty, it is for another’s eye; if harmony, it is for another’s ear. Irrational animate 
creatures may derive advantage from mere matter; but it does not appear that they are con- 
scious of it. ‘They have the enjoyment of sense, but not the powers of Pfection, comparison, 
and taste. They see without admiration, they combine nothing into relations. So to 10W, 
as to be conscious of knowing, and to feel the pleasures of knowledge; so to know, as to im- 
part knowledge to others; so to know, as to lay the is of future and enlarging knowledge, 
as to discover the efficient and the final causés of things; and to enjoy the pleasures of discov- 
ery and certainty, of imagination and taste,—this is peculiar to rational beings. Above all, to 
know the great Creator and Lord of all; to see the distinctions of right and wrong, of good 
and evil in his law; to have, therefore, the consciousness of integrity and of well-ordered and 
peulccihy balanced passions; to feel the felicity of universal and unbounded benevolence; to 
@ conscious of the favour-of God himself; to have perfect confidence in his care and constant 
benediction ; to adore him; to be grateful ; toexert hope.without limit on future and unceasing 
‘blessings ; all these sources of felicity were added to the pleasures of intellect and imagination 
in the creation of rational beings. In whatever part of the universe they were created and 
placed, we have sufficient reason to believe that this was the primitive condition of all; and 
we know, assuredly, frompGod’s own revelation, that it was the condition of man. In his 
creation and primeval condition, the “kindness and love of God” eminently appeared. He 
was made a rational and immortal spirit, with no limits to the constant enlargement of his 
powers; for, from all the evidence that our own consciousness, even in our fallen state, affords 
us, it appears possible to the human soul to be eternally approaching the infinite in intellectul 
strength and attainment. He was made holy and happy; he was admitted to intercourse with 
Gop. He was not left alone, but had the pleasure of society. He was placed in a world of 
grandeur, harmony, beauty, and utility; it was canopied with other distant worlds to exhibit 
to his very sense a manifestation of the extent of space and the vastness of the varied universe; 
and to call both his reason, his fancy, and his devotion, into their most vigorous and salutary 
' exercises. He was placed in a paradise, where, probably, all that was sublime and gentle in 
the scenery of the whole earth was exhibited in pattern ; and all that could delight the innocent 
sense, and excite the curious inquiries of the mind, was spread before him. He had labour to 
employ his attention, without wearying him; and time for his highest. pursuits of knowing 
God, his will and his works. All was a manifestation of universal love, of which he was the 
chief visible object ; and the felicity and glory of his condition must, by his and their obedience 
in succession, have descended to his posterity for ever. Such was our world, and its rational 
inhabitants, the first pair; and thus did its creation manifest not only the power and wisdom, 
but the benevolence of Deity. He made them like himself, and he made them capable of a 
happiness like his own. ; 

The case of man is now so obviously different, that the change cannot be denied. The 
Scriptural method of accounting for this is the disobedience of our first parents; and the visi- 
tation of their sin upon their posterity, in the altered condition of the material world, in the 
corrupt moral state in which men are born, and in that afflictive condition which is universally 
imposed upon them. The testimony of the sacred writings to what is called, in theological 
language, THE Fatt or Man, (7) is, therefore, to be next considered. 

The Mosaic account of this event is, that a garden having been planted by the Creator, for 
the use of man, he was placed in it, “‘to dress it, and to keep it;” that in this garden two trees 
were specially distinguished, one as “the tree of life,” the other as “the tree of the knowledge 
of good and evil;” that, from eating of the latter Adam was restrained by positive interdict, 
and by the penalty, “in the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die:” that the serpent, 
who was more subtle than any beast of the field, tempted the woman to eat, by denying that 
death would be the consequence, and by assuring her, that her eyes and her husband’s eyes 
“would be opened,” and that they would “be as gods, knowing good and evil:” that the 
woman took of the fruit, gave of it to her husband who also ate; that for this act of disobe- 
dience they were expelled from the garden, made subject to death, and laid under other 
maledictions. 

That this history should be the subject of much criticism, not only by infidels, whose 
objections to it have been noticed in the first part of this work; but by those who hold false 
and perverted views of the Christian system, was to be expected. Taken in its natural and 
obvious sense, along with the comments of the subsequent Scriptures, it teaches the doctrines 
of the existence of an evil, tempting, invisible spirit, going about seeking whom he may deceive 
and devour; of the introduction of a state of moral corruptness into human nature, which has 
been transmitted to all men; and of a vicarious atonement for sin: and wherever the funda- 

mental truths of the Christian system are denied, attempts will be made so to interpret this 


' (7) This phrase does not occur in the canonical Scriptures ; but is, probably, taken from Wisdom x, 1, “She 
preserved the first formed father of the world that was created, and brought him out of his fal/.” 
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a “part of the Mosaic histary as to obscure the testimony which it gives to them, either explicitly, ~ 
me or by just induction, Interpreters of this account of the lapse of the first pair, and the origin 
a of evil, as to the human race, have adopted various and often strange theories; but those 
-.__-whose opinions it seems necessary to notice may be divided into those who deny the literal 
i= sense of the relation entirely; those who take the account to be in part literal and in part 
allegorical ; and those who, while they contend earnestly for the literal interpretation of every 
-part of the history, consider some of the terms used, and some of the persons introduced, as 
conveying a meaning more extensive than the’ letter, and as constituting several symbols of 
spiritual things and of spiritual beings. . a 
Those who have denied the literal sense entirely, and regard the whole relation as an 
instructive mythos, or fable, have, as might be expected, when all restraint of authority wasthus 
thrown off from the imagination, adopted very different interpretations. ‘Thus we have been 
taught, that this account was intended to teach the evil of yielding to the violence of appetite 
and to its control over reason ; or the introduction of vice in conjunction with knowles and. ~ 
the artificial refinements of society; or the necessity of keeping the great mass of mankind 
from acquiring too greata degree of knowledge, as being hurtful to society; or as another 
“version of the story of the golden age, and its being succeeded by times more vicious and 
miserable; or as designed, enigmatically, to account for the origin of evil, or of mankind. 
This catalogue of opinions might be-much enlarged: some of them have been held by mere 
visionaries; others by men of learning, especially by several of the semi-infidel theologians 
and biblical critics of Germany ; and our own country has not been exempt from this class of 
free expositors. How to fix upon the moral of “the fable” is, howéVer, the difficulty ; and this 
variety of opinion is a sufficient refutation of the general notion assumed by the whole class, 
since scarcely can two of them be found who adopt the same interpretation, after they haye 
discarded the literal acceptation. = ee 
But that the account of Moses is to be taken as.a matter-of real history, and according to its 
literal import, is Wieblished by two considerations, against which as being facts, nothing can 
successfully be urged. The first is, that the account of the fall of the first pair is a part of a 
; continuous history. The creation of the world, of man, of woman; the planting of the garden 
of Eden, and the placing of man there; the duties and prohibitions laid upon him; his dis-- 
obedience; his expulsion from the garden; the subsequent birth of his children, their lives 
and actions, and those of their posterity, down to the flood; and, from that event, to the life 
of Abraham, are given in the same plain and unadorned narrative, brief, but yet simple, and 
with no intimation at all, either from the elevation of the style or otherwise, that a fable or 
allegory isin any part introduced. If this, then, be the case, and the evidence of it lies upon~ 
the very face of the history; it is clear, that if the account of the fall be excerpted from the 
whole narrative as allegorical, any subsequent part, from Abel to Noah, from Noah to 
Abraham, from Abraham to Moses, may be excerpted for the same reason, which is neither 
more nor less than this, that it does not agree with the theological opinions of the interpreter; 
and thus the whole of the Pentateuch may be rejected as a history, and converted into fable. 
One of these consequences must, therefore, follow, either that the account of the fall must be 
taken as history, or the historical character of the whole five books of Moses must be unsettled ; 
and if none but infidels will go to the latter consequence, then no one who admits the Penta- 
teuch to be a true history generally, can consistently refuse to admit the story of the fall of the 
first pair to be a narrative of real events, because itgs written in the same style, and presen 
the same character of a continuous record of events. So conclusive has this argument been felt; 
that the anti-literal interpreters have endeavoured to evade it, by asserting that the part of the 
history of Moses in question bears marks of being a separate fragment, more ancient than the 
Pentateuch itself, and transcribed into it by Moses, the author and compiler of the whole. 
This point is examined and satisfactorily refuted in the learned and excellent work referred 
below ; (8) but it is easy to show, that it would amount to nothing, if granted, in the mind. o: 
any who is satisfied on the previous question of the inspiration of the Holy Scriptures.. For 
let it be admitted that Moses, in writing the Pentateuchal-history, availed himself of the tradi- 
tions of the patriarchal ages, a supposition not in the least inconsistent with his inspiration or 
with the absolute truth of his history, since the traditions so introduced have been authenticated 
by the Holy Spirit ; or let it be supposed, which is wholly gratuitous, that he made use of 
previously existing documents ; and that some differences of Style in his books may be traced 
which serve to point out his quotations, which also is an assumption, or rather a position, which 
some of the best Hebraists have denied, yet two things are to be noted: first, that the inspired 
character of the books of Moses is authenticated by our Lord and his Apostles, so that they 
must necessarily be wholly true, and free from real contradictions; and, secondly, that to make: 
it any thing to their purpose who contend that the account of the fall is an older iocuinee 
introduced by Moses, it ought to be shown that it is not written as truly in the narrative style, 
even if it could be proved to be, in some respects, a different Style, as that which precedes and 
follows it. Now the ee literal character of our translation will.enable even the unlearned 
reader to discover this. Whether it be an embodied tradition or the insertion of a more ancient E 
literal sense. of the Mosaic» 


(8) Holden’s Dissertation on the Fall of Man, chap. ii. In this volume the 
account of the fall is largely investigated and ably established. 
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._ document, (though there is no foundation at all for the latter supposition,) it is*obvio 4 a 
narrative, and a narrative as simple as any which precedes or follows it. ty Y 
The other indisputable fact to.which I just now adverted, as establishing the literal sense of 

the history, is that, as such, it is referred to and reasoned upon in various parts of Scripture. @ 

Job xx, 4, 5, “Knowest thou not this of old, since man was placed upon earth, that the ae 

triumphing of the wicked is short, and the joy of the hypocrite but for a moment?” don te : 


part of the quotation “might as well have been rendered, ‘since Anam was | aced on the mi 
earth. ‘There is no reason to doubt but that this passage refers to the fall and the first sin of 
man. "The date agrees, for the knowledge here taught is said to arise from facts as old as the 
first placing of man upon earth, and the sudden punishment of the iniquity corresponds to the 
Mosaic account,—‘ the triumphing of the wicked is short, his joy but for a moment.’” (9) 

icc om “If I covered my transgression as Avan, by hiding my iniquity in my bosom.” 
Magee renders the verse, 

“Did I cover, like Adam, my transgression, ? 

= ie __ By hiding in a lurking place mine iniquity” - : 

, “I agree with Peters, that this contains a reference to the history of the first man, 


the prophets. We have the “tree of life” mentioned several times in th Proverbs and in the 
Revelation. “God,” says Solomon, “made man upright.” The enemies of Christ and his 
church are spoken of, both in the Old and New Testaments, under the names of “the serpent,” . 
and “the dragon ;” and the habit of the serpent. to lick the dust is also referred to by Isaiah. 
If the history of the fall, as recorded by Moses, were an allegory, or any thing but a literal 
history, several of the above allusions would have no meaning; but the matter is put beyond 
all possible doubt in the New Testament, unless the same culpable liberties be taken with the 
interpretation of the words of our Lord and of St. Paul as with those of the J ewish lawgiver. 
Our Lord says, Matt. xix, 4, 5, “Have ye not read, that he which made them at the begin- 
ning, made them male and female; and said, For this cause shall a man leave father and ‘ 
5 Bee, and shall cleave to his wife; and they twain shall be one flesh?” This is an argu- 
Menton the subject of divorces, and its foundation rests upon two of the facts recorded by 
Moses. 1. That God made at first but two human beings, from whom all the rest have sprung. 
2. 'That the intimacy and indissolubility of the marriage relation rests upon the formation of 
the woman from the man; for our Lord quotes the words in Genesis, where the obligation of 
man to cleave to his wife is immediately connected with that circumstance. “And Adam 
said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called®woman, 
because she was taken out of man. Turrerore shall a man leave his father and his mother, 
and-shall cleave unto his wife ; and they shall be one flesh.” This is sufficiently in proof that 
both our Lord and the Pharisees considered this early part of the history of Moses as a narra- 
tive; for otherwise, it would neither have been a reason, on his part, for the doctrine which 
_he was inculcating, nor have had any force of conviction as to them. “In Adam,” says the 
Apostle Paul, “all die ;” “by one man sin entered into the world.” “But I fear lest by any 
means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtlety, so your minds should be corrupted 
from the simplicity that is in Christ.” In the last passage, the instrument of the temptation 
is said to be a serpent, (og:s,) which is a sufficient answer to those who would make it any 
other animal; and Eve is represented as being first seduced, according to the account in 
Genesis. This St. Paul repeats, in 1 Tim, ii, 13, 14, “Adam was first formed, then Eve. 
And Adam was not deceived, (first, or immediately,) but the woman being deceived was in 
the transgression.” And offers this as the reason of his Injunction, “Let the woman learn in 
silence with all subjection.” When, therefore, it is considered, that these passages are intro- 
duced not for rhetorical illustration, or in the way of classical quotation, but are made the 
basis of grave and important reasonings, which embody some of the most important doctrines 
of the Christian revelation ; and of important social duties and points of Christian order and 
“decorum ; it would be to charge the writers of the New Testament with the grossest absurdity, 
with even culpable and unworthy trifling, to suppose them to argue from the history of the 
fall, as a narrative, when they knew it to be an allegory ; and if we are, therefore, compelled 
to allow that it was understood as a real history by our Lord and his inspired Apostles, those 
speculations of modern critics, which convert it into a parable, stand branded with their true 
character of infidel anager infidel temerity, 


(9) Sherlock on Prophecy, ~ (1) Discourses on the Atonement. 3 
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The objections which are made to the historical character of this account are either those 
of open bh and scoffers; or such as are founded precisely upon the same allegations | 
of supposed absurdity and unsuitableness to which such persons resort, and which suppose 

_ that man is.a competent judge of the proceedings of his Maker, and that the latter ought to: 

_ regulate his conduct and requirements by what the former may think fit or unfit. Ifthe literal 

“ interpretation of the first chapter in Genesis could be proved inconsistent with other parts of 
 ~ holy writ, then, indeed, we should be compelled to adopt the mode of explanation by alle- 
gory ; but if no reason more weighty can be offered for so violent a proceeding, than that men 

either object to the doctrines which the literal account includes; or that the recorded account 

of the actual dealings of God with the first man, does not comport with their notions of what 

was fit in such circumstances, we should hold truth with little tenacity, were we to surrender 

it to the enemy upon sucha summons. The fallacy of most of these objections is, however, 

easily pointed out. We are asked, first, whether it is reasonable to suppose, that the fruit of 

_ the tree of life could confer immortality? But what is there irrational in supposing that, 
though Adam was made exempt from death, yet that the fruit of a tree should be the appoint- 
ed instrument of preserving his health, repairing the wastes of his animal nature, and of main- 
taining him in perpetual youth? Almighty God could have accomplished this end without 
means, or by other means ; but since he so often employs instruments, it is not more strange 
that he should ordain to preserve Adam permanently from death by food of a special quality, 
than that now he should preserve men in health and life, for threescore years and ten, by 
specific foods; and that, to counteract disorders, he should have given specific medicinal 
qualities to herbs and minerals: or if, with some, we regard the eating of the tree of life as a 
sacramental act, an expression of faith in the promise of continued preservation, and a means 
through which the conserving influence of God was bestowed, a notion, however, not so well 
founded as the other, itis yet not inconsistent with the literal interpretation, and involves no 
really unreasonable consequence, and nothing directly contrary to the analogy of faith. It has 
been, also, foolishly enough asked whether the fruit of the prohibited tree, or of any tree, can 
be supposed to have communicated “knowledge ‘of good and evil,” or have had any effect at 
all upon the intellectual powers? — But this is not the idea conveyed by the history, however 
literally taken, and the objection is groundless. That tree might surely, without the least 
approach to allegory, be called “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil,” whether we 
understand by this, that by eating it man came to know, by sad experience, the value of the 
“good” he had forfeited, and the bitterness of “evil,” which he had before known only in 
name; or, as others have understood it, that it was appointed to be the test of Adam’s fidelity 
to his Creator, and, consequently, was a tree of the knowledge of good and evil, a tree forthe 
purpose of knowing (or making known) whether he would cleave to the former, ormake choice 
of the latter. The first of these interpretations is, I think, to be preferred, because it better 
harmonizes with the whole history ; but either of them is consistent with a_literal interpreta- 
tion, and cannot be proved to involve any real absurdity. : 

To the account of the serpent, it has been objected that, taken literally, it makes the invisible 
tempter assume the body of an animal to. carry on his designs: but we must be better ac- 
quainted with the nature and laws of disembodied spirits before we can prove this to be 
impossible, or even unlikely ; and as for an animal being chosen as the means of approach to 
Eve, without exciting suspicion, it is manifest that, allowing a superior spirit to be the real 
tempter, it was good policy in him to address Eve through an animal which she must have 
noticed as one of the inhabitants of the garden, rather than in a human form, when she knew 
that herself and her husband were the only human beings as yet in existence. The presence 
of such a stranger would have been much more likely to put her on her guard. But then, we 
are told that the animal was a contemptible reptile. Certainly not before he was degraded in 
form ; but, on the contrary, one of the “beasts of the earth,” and not a “creeping cae and 
also more “ subtle,” more discerning: and sagacious “than any beast of the field which the 
Lord God had made”—consequently the head of all the inferior animals in intellect, and not 
unlikely to have been of a corresponding noble and beautiful form ; for this, indeed, his bodily 
degradation imports.(2) If there was policy, then, in‘Satan’s choosing an animal as the: 
instrument by which he might make his approaches, there was as much good taste in hig 
selection as the allegorists, who seem anxious on this point, can wish for him. The speaking” 
of the serpent is another stumblingblock; but as the argument is not here with an infidel, but — 
with those who profess to receive the Mosaic record as Divine, thé speaking of the serpent is 
no more a reason for interpreting the relation allegorically, than the speaking of the ass of 
Balaam can be for allegorizing the whole of that transaction. That a good or an evil spirit 
has no power to produce articulate sounds from the organs of an animal, ‘no philosophy can 
prove, and it is a fact which is, therefore, Japable of being rationally substantiated by testi- © 
mony. ‘There is a clear reason, too, for this use-of the power of Satan in the story itself, 
By his giving speech to thé serpent, and representing that, as appears from the account, as 


(2) We have no reason at all to suppose, ag it is strangely done almost uniformly by commentators, that 
this animal had the serpentine form in any mode or degree at all before his transformation. 'That he wasthen 
degraded to a reptile, to go upon his belly,” imports, on the contrary, an entire alteration and logs of the ori- 
ginal form—a form of which it is clear no ida can now: be conceived. : 
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a consequence ot the serpent having himself eaten of the fruit, (3) .. took the m6st effectual 
means of impressing Eve with the dangerous and fatal notion, that the prohibition of the tree 
of knowledge was a restraint upon her happiness and intellectual improvement, and thus to 
uggest hard thoughts of her Maker. The objection that Eve manifested no surprise when 
she heard an animal speak, whom she must have known not to have had that faculty before, 
has also no weight, since that circumstance might have occurred without being mentioned in 
se hrief a history. It is still more likely that Adam should have expressed some marks of 
surprise and anxiety too, when his wife presented the fruit to him, though nothing of the kind 
ismentioned. But allowing-that no surprise was indicated by the woman, the answer of the 
author just quoted is satisfactory. , t haat ae 
“Tn such a state, reason must enjoy a calm dominion; and consequently there was no room 
for those sudden starts of imagination, or those sudden tumults, agitations, failures, and stag- 
nations of the blood and spirits now incident to human nature ; and therefore Eve was incapa- 
ble of fear or surprise from such accidents as would disquiet the best of her posterity. This © 
objection then is so far from prejudicing the truth of the Mosaic history, that to me I own ita 
strong presumption in its favour. hee DS eee 
“But after all, if this objection has any weight with any one, let him consider what there is 
ia this philosophic serenity of our first parent, supposing the whole of her conduct on this 
oceasion fully related to us, so far exceeding the serenity of Fabricius, upon the sudden 
appearance and cry of the elephant contrived by Pyrrhus to discompose him ; or the steadi- 
ness of Brutus upon the appearance of his evil genius; and yet I believe Plutarch no way 
suffers in his credit as a historian by the relatiowof those events; at least had he related 4hede 
surprising accidents without saying one word of what effects they had upon the passions of 
thé persons concerned, his relations had certainly been liable to no imputation of incredibility 
or improbability upon that account.’’(4) % 
An objection is taken to the justice of the sentence pronounced on the serpent, if the trans- 
action be accounted real, and if that animal were but the unconscious instrument of the great 
seducer. To this the reply is obvious, that it could be no matter of just complaint to the 
serpent that its form should he changed, and its species lowered in the scale of being. It had 
no original right to its former superior rank, but held it at the pleasure of the Creator. . If 
special pain and sufferings had been inflicted upon the serpent, there would have been a sem- 
blance of plausibility in the objection; but the serpent sufféred, as to liability to pain and 
death, no more than other animals, and was not, therefore, any more than another irrational 
creature, accounted a responsible offender. Its degradation was evidently intended as a me- 
mento to man, and the real punishment, as we shall show, fell upon the real transgressor who 
used the serpentas his instrument ; while the enmity of the whole race of serpents to the human 
race, their cunning, and their poisonous qualities, appear to have been wisely and graciously 
intended as standing warnings to us to beware of that great spiritual enemy, who ever lies in 
wait to wound and to destroy. é 
‘These are the principal objections made tovthe literal interpretation of this portion of the 
Mosaic record, and we have seen that they are either of no weight in themselves, or that. they 
cannot be entertained without leading to a total disregard of other parts of the inspired Scrip- 
tures. Tradition, too, comes in to the support of the literal sense, and on such a question has 
great weight, ‘The Apocryphal writings afford a satisfactory testimony of the sentiments of 
the Jews. 2 Esdras ii, 4-7, “O Lord, thou bearest rule, thou spakest at the beginning, when 
thou didst plant the earth, and that thyself alone, and commandest the people; and gavest a 
body to Adam without soul, which was the workmanship of thy hands, and didst breathe into 
him the breath of life, and he was made living before thee ; and thou leddest him into Para- 
dise, which thy right hand had planted, and unto him thou gavest commandment to love thy 
way, which he transgressed, and immediately thou appointedst death in him and in his gene- 
rations, of whom came nations, tribes, people, and kindreds out of number.” 2 Esdras vii, 
48, “O thou Adam, what hast thou done? for though it was thou that sinned, thou art not 
fallen alone, but we are all that came of thee.” Wisdom ii, 24, “ Nevertheless, through envy 
of the devil came death into the world.” Wisdom x, 1, “She (wisdom) preserved the first 
formed father of the world, that was created alone, and brought him out of his fall.” Ecclesi- 
asticus xvii, 1, &c, “The Lord created man of the earth, and turned him into it again. He 
gave them a few days and a short time, and also power over all things therein—he filled them 
with the knowledge of understanding, and showed them good and evil.” By these ancient 
Jewish writers it is, therefore, certain, that the account of the fall was understood as the nar- 


(3) “‘ And when the woman saw that the tree wag good for food,’ &c. Now’ Eve could plainly know, by 
her senses, that the fruit was desirable to the eye, but it was impossible she could know that it was good for 
food, but from the example and experiment of the serpent. It was also impossible she could know that it was 
desirable to make use of it, but by the example of the serpent, whom she saw from a brute become a rational 
and vocal creature, as she thought by eating that fruit. . The text says she saw it was good for food, and that it 
was desirable to make wise, and seeing does not im ly conjecture or belief, but certain knowledge ; knowledge 
founded upon evidence and proof; such proof as she had’ then before her eyes. And when once we are sure 
that she had this proof, as it is evident she had, the whole conference betwecn her and the serpent is as rational 
and intelligible as any thing in the whole Scriptures,”—Delany’s Dissertations, 
4) Revelation Examined. oe 
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rative ofa veal transaction; and, except on this, assumption, it is impossible to account for 
those traditions which aye embodied in. Kye mythology of almost at Foeee nations, Of these 
fables the basis must have been.some fact, real or supposed ; for as well might we expect the. 
fables of ZEsop to have impressed themselves on the religious ceremonies and belief-of nations, 
as the Mosaic fable of man’s fall; for a mere fable it must be accounted, if it is to lose its literal 
interpretation. ~ , Eos R ihe rey ‘ 

Popular convictions every where prevailed of the existence of some-beings of the higher 
order, who had revolted from their subjection to the heavenly power which p 
universe; and upon them were raised many fabulous stories. It is probab. 
victions were originally founded on the circumstances referred to in Scripture 
Satan and his angels, as powerful malevolent beings, who, having first seduced 
obedience, incessantly laboured. to deceive, corrupt, and destroy his descendants. 
of the magi of Plutarch, and of the Manicheans, concerning two independent principles, acting 
wuepposiiog to each other, was also founded on the real circumstances of the apostasy of 


, ot 


ang fd (men... 
mythology with regard to contending powers, and their subordinate ministers, benevolent and 
malignant, were erected on the same basis of truth ; and the Grecian and Roman accounts of 
the battles of the giants against Jupiter were, perhaps, built on the corruptions of tradition on — 


_ this point. 


fe 


_ “The original temptation, by which Satan drew our first parents from. their dnty, and led 
them to transgress the only prohibition which God had imposed, is described in the first pages 
of Scripture; and it is repeated, under much disguise, in many fables of classical mythology. 

“ Origen considers the allegorical relations furnished by Plato, with respect to Porus tempted. 
by Penia to sin when intoxicated in the garden of Jove, as a disfigured history of the fall of 
man in Paradise. It seems to have been blended with the story of Lot and his daughters. 
Plato might have acquired in Egypt the knowledge of the original circumstanees of the fall, 
and have produced them, under the yeil of allegory, that-he might not offend the Greeks by a 
direct extract from the Jewish Scriptures. The Heathen notions with respect to the Elysian 
fields, the garden of Adonis, and that of Hesperides, in which the fruit was watched by a 
serpent, were probably borrowed from the sacred accounts, or from traditional reports with 
respect to Paradise. eas Sun = % 

“The worship established toward the evil spirit by his contrivance, sometimes under the 
very appearance in which he seduced our first parents, is to be found among the Phenicians 
and. Egyptians. The. general notion of the serpent as a mysterious symbol annexed to the 
Heathen deities; and the invocation of Eve in the Bacchanalian orgies, (with the production 
of a serpent, consecrated as an emblem, to public view,) seems to bear some relation to. the 
history of the first temptation, which introduced sin and death into the world. /The account 
of Discord being cast out from heaven, referred to by Agamemnon, in the 19th book of Homer’s 
Yad, has been thought to be a corrupt tradition of the fall of the evil angels. Claudian shows 
an acquaintance with the circumstances of the seduction of man, and‘of an ejection from Para- 
dise, and his description seems to havé furnished subjects of imitation to Milton. 
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Is, aad of their interference and influence in the affairs of men. The fictions of Indian - 
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“Tt has been imagined that the Indians entertained some notions, founded on traditionary - 


accounts, of Paradise: and the representations of the serpent under the female form, and styled 
the Mexican Eve, are said to be found in the symbolical paintings of Mexico, ‘ 
“The original perfection of man, the corruption of human nature resulting from the fall, 


-and the increasing depravity which proceeded with augmented violence from generation to 


generation, are to be found in various parts of profane literature. Chryalus, the Pythagorean, 
declared that man was made in the image of God. Cicero (as well as Ovid) speaks of man 
as created erect, as if God excited him to look up to his former relation and ancient abode. 
The loss of his resemblance to God was supposed to have resulted from disobedience, and 
was considered as so universal that it was generally admitted, as it is expressed by Horace, 
that no man was born without vices. ‘The conviction of a gradual deterioration from age to 
age—of a change from a golden period, by successive transitions, to an iron depravity—of a 


lapse from a state devoid of guilt and fear, to times filled with iniquity, was universally, 


entertained. i 

“Descriptions to this effect are-to be found in the writings of almost all the poets, and they 
are confirmed by the reports of philosophers and historians. Providence’seems to have drawn 
evidence of the guilt of men from their own confessions, and to have preserved their testimo- 
nies for the conviction of subsequent times.” (5) TRS 

In the Gothic mythology, which seems to have been derived from the East, Tor is repre- 
sented as the first-born of the supreme God, and is styled in the Edda, the eldest of sons: he 


was esteemed a middle Divinity, a mediator between God and man. With respect to his © 
actions, he is said to have wrestled with death, and, in the struggle, to have been brought wpon 
ht u 


one knee ; to have bruised the head of the serpent with his mace; and, in his final engagement re 


with that monster, to have beat him to the earth and slain him. This victory, however, 
not obtained but at the expense of his own life;——“‘Recoiling back nine steps, he falls d 
upon the spot, suffocated with the floods of venom which the serpent vomits forth upon him,’ 


is. 


(5) Gray’s Connection, ae: 
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a the same notion, we are informed, is prevalent’ in the mythology of the Hindoos.— 
‘Two sculptured figures are yet extant in one of their oldest pagodas, the former of which 
represents Creeshna, an incarnation of their mediatorial God Veeshnu, trampling on the crushed 
head of the serpent; while in the latter it is seen encircling the Deity in its folds, and biting 
his heel.” An engraving of this curious sculpture is given in Moore’s Hindu Pantheon. 

As to those who would interpret the account, the literal meaning of which we have endeay- 
onred to establish, partly literally, and partly allegorically, a satisfactory answer is given in 
the following observations of Bishop Horsley : ; 

rit rue history would mix plain matter of fact with allegory in one continued 
any intimation of a transition from one to the other. If, therefore, any part 
r tals narrative be matter of fact, no part is allegorical. On the other hand, if any part be 
altegorical, no part is naked matter of fact: and the consequence of this will be, that every 
thing in every part of the whole narrative must be allegorical. If the formation of the woman. 
out of the man be allegory, the woman must be an allegorical woman. The man therefore 
must be an allegorical man; for of such a man only the allegorical woman will be a meet 
companion. If the man is allegorical, his Paradise will be an allegorical garden; the trees. 
that grew in it, allegorical trees; the rivers that watered it, allegorical rivers; and thus we 
may ascend to the very beginning of the creation; and conclude at last, that the heavens are 
allegorical heavens, and the earth an allegorical earth. Thus the whole history of the crea- 
tion will be an allegory, of which the real subject is not disclosed ; and in this absurdity the 
scheme of allegorizing ends.” (6) “i : 

But though the literal sense of the history is thus established, yet that it has in several parts, 
but in perfect accordance with the literal interpretation, a mystical and higher sense than the 
letter, is equally to be proved from the Scriptures; and, though some writers, who have main- 
tained the literal interpretation inviolate, have run into-unauthorized fancies in their interpret- 
ation of the mystical sense, that is no reasoh why we ought -not to go to the full length to 
which the light of the Scriptures, an infallible comment upon themselves, will conduct us. It 
1s, as we have seen, matter of established history, that our first parents were prohibited from 
the tree of knowledge, and, after their fall, were ‘excluded from the tree of life; that they were 
tempted by a serpent ; and that various maledictions were passed upon them, and upon the 
instrument of their seduction. But, rightly to understand this history, it is necessary to recol- 
lect—that man was in a state of trial ;—that the prohibition of a certain fruit was but one part 
of the law under which he was placed ;—that the serpent was but the instrument of the real 
tempter; and that the curse pronounced on the instrument was symbolical of the punishment 
reserved for the agent. : 

The first of these particulars appears on the face of the history, and to a state of trial the 
power of moral freedom was essential. This is a subject on which we shall have occasion to 
speak more at large in the sequel; but, that the power of choosing good and evil was vested 
with our first parents is as apparent from the account as that they were placed under rule and 
restraint. In vain were they commanded to obey, if obedience were impossible; in vain 

laced under prohibition, if they had no power to resist temptation. Both would, indeed, 
Ee been unworthy the Divine legislator ; and if this be allowed, then their moral freedom 
must also be conceded. They are contemplated throughout the whole transaction, not as 
instruments, but as actors, and, as such, capable of reward and punishment. Commands are 
issued to them; which supposes a power of obedience, either original and permanent in them - 
selves, or derived, by the use of means, from God, and, therefore, attainable ; and, however 
the question may be darkened by metaphysical subtleties, the power to obey necessaril 
implied the power to refuse and rebel. The promised continuance of their happiness, whic 
is to be viewed in the light of a reward, implies the one ; the actual infliction of punishment 
as certainly includes the other. peas ; , 

The power of obeying and the power of disobeying being then mutually involved, that 
which determines to the one or to the other, is the will. For, if it were some power ab extra, 
operating necessarily, man would no longer be an actor, but be reduced to the mere condition 
of a patient, the mere instrument of another. This does not, however, shut out solicitation 
and strong influence from without, provided it be allowed to be resistible, either by man’s own 
strength, or by strength from a higher source, to which he may have access, and by which he 
inay. fortify himself. But, as no absolute control can be externally exerted over man’s actions, 
and he remain accountable; and, on the other hand, as his actions are in fact controllable 
in a manner.consistent with his free agency, we must look for this power in his own mind ; 
and the only faculty which he possesses, to which any such property can be attributed, is 
called, for that very reason, and because of that very quality, his will or choice; a power 
by which, in that state of completeness and excellence in which Adam was created, must be 
supposed to be able to command his thoughts, his desires, his words, and his conduct, however 
excited, with an absolute sovereignty. (7 ) 


af (6) Horsley’s Serntons. \7) “Impulsus etsi vehemens valde atque potens esset, voluntatis tamen im, 
perio atque arbitrio semper egressus ejus in actum subjiciebatur. Poterat enim voluntas, divine voluntatis 
consideratione armata, resistere illi, eumque in ordinem ista vi redigere; alioquin enim frustanea fuisset legis- 
latio, qua affectus eircumscribebatur et a eronine, Disputatio ix. 
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_ "This faculty of willing, indeed, appears essential to a rational being, in whatever rank he 
may be placed. “Every rational beg,” says Dr. Jenkins, very justly,(8) “must naturally 
havea liberty of choice, that is, it must have a will to choose as well as an understanding to 
reason; because, a faculty of understanding, if left to itself without a will to determine it, 
must always think of the same objects, or proceed in a continued series and connection 0 

thoughts, without any end or design, which would be labour in vain, and tedious thoughtful- 
ness to no purpose.” . But, though will be essential to rational existence, and freedom of will 
to a creature placed in a state of trial, yet the degree of external influence upon Its deter- 
minations, through whatever means it may operate, may be very different both in kind and 
degree; which is only saying, in other words, that the circumstances of trial may be varied, 
and made more easy or more difficult and dangerous, at the pleasure of the great Governor and 
Lord of all. Some who have written on this subject, seem to have carried their views of the 
circumstances of the paradisiacal probation too high; others have not placed them high 
enough. The first have represented our first parents to haye been so exclusively intellectual 
and devotional, as to be almost out of the reach of temptation from sense and passion ; others, 
as approximating too nearly to their mortal and corrupt descendants. This, however, is plain, 
from the Scriptures, the guide we ought scrupulously to follow, that they were. subject to 


temptation, or solicitation of the will, from intellectual pride, from sense, and from passion. 
The two first operated on Eve, and probably also on Adam; to which was added, in him, a 
passionate subjection to the wishes of his wife. (9) If, then, these are the facts of their tempta- 
tion, the circumstances of their trial are apparent. “The soul of man,” observes Stilling- 
fleet, (1) “is seated in the middle, as it were, between those more excellent beings which live 
perpetually above, with which it partakes in the sublimity of its nature and understanding ; and. 
those inferior terrestrial beings with which it communicates through the vital union which it 
has with the body, and that by reason of its natural freedom, it is sometimes assimilated to 
the one and sometimes to the other of these extremes. We must observe farther, that, in this 
compound nature of ours, there are several powers and faculties, several passions and affec- 
tions, differing in their nature and tendency, according as they result from the soul or body ; 
that each of these has its proper object, in a due application to which it is easy and satisfied ; 
that they are none of them sinful in themselves, but may be instruments of much good, when 
rightly applied, as well as occasion great mischief by a misapplication: whereupon a con- 
siderable part of virtue will consist in regulating them, and in keeping our sensitive part 
subject to the rational. This is the original constitution of our nature; and, since the first 
man was endowed with the powers:and faculties of the mind, and had the same dispositions and 
inclinations of body, it cannot be but that he must have been liable to the same sort of tempta- 
tions, and consequently, capable of complying with the dictates of sense and appetite, contrary 
to the direction of reason and the conviction of his own mind: and to this cause the Scripture 
seems to ascribe the commission of the first sin, when it tells us, that the woman saw the tree, 
that it was good for food and pleasant to the eye, and desirable to make one wise, i. e. it had several 
qualities that were adapted to her natural appetites ; was beautiful to the sight, and delight- 
ful to the taste, and improving to the understanding, which both answered the desire of know- 
ledge implanted in her spiritual, and the love of sensual pleasure, resulting from her animat 

art; and these heightened by the suggestions of the tempter, abated the horror of God’s pro- 

ibition, and induced her to act contrary to his express command.” 

It is, therefore, manifest, that the state of trial in which our first parents were placed was 
one which required, in order to the preservation of virtue, vigilance, prayer, resistance, and 
the active exercise of the dominion of the will over Solicitation. No creature can be absolutely 

erfect because it is finite; and it would appear, from the example of our first parents, that an 
imnocent, and, in its kind, a perfect rational being, is kept from falling only by “ taking hold” 
on God; and, as this is an act, there must be a determination of the will to it, and so when 
the least carelessness, the least tampering with the desire of forbidden eratifications is induced, 
there is always an enemy at hand to make use of the opportunity to darken the judgment 
and to accelerate the progress of evil. ‘Thus “ when desire is conceived, it bringeth forth sin, 
and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death.” This is the only account we can obtain 
of the origin of evil, and it resolves itself into three principles :—1. The necessary finiteness, 
and, therefore, imperfection in degree of created natures. 2. The liberty of choice, which is 
essential to rational accountable beings. 3. The influence of temptation on the will. ‘That 
Adam was so endowed as to have resisted the temptation, is a sufficient proof of the justice of 
his Maker throughout this transaction; that his circumstances of trial were made precisely 
what they were, is to be resolved into a wisdom, the full manifestation of whieh is, probably. 
Jeft to another state, and will, doubtless, there have its full declaration. , d 

The following acute observations of Bishop Butler may assist us to conceive how possible 
it is for a perfectly innocent being to fall under the power of evil, whenever a vigilant and 
resisting habit is not perfectly and absolutely persevered in. ‘“'This seems distinetly con- 
ceivable, from the very nature of particular afiéctions and propensions. For, suppose creatures 

‘ Reasonableness of Christian Religion. 

9) “Accessit in Adamo specialis quidam conjugis propria amor, quo adductus in gratiani illius, affectus 
suo proclivius indulsit, et tentationt sathane faciliug cessit auremque prebuit.”—Bpiscopius, Disputatio ix. 

(1) Origines Sacra. ; 
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intended for sucn a particular state of life, for which such propensions were necessary : 
suppose them endowed with such propensions, together with moral understanding, as well 
including a practical sense of virtue, as a Speculative perception of it; and that all these 
several principles, both natural and moral, forming an inward constitution of mind, were 
in the most exact proportion possible; i.e. in a Proportion the most exactly adapted to 
their intended state of life: such creatures would be made upright, or finitely perfect. Now 
particular propensions, from their very nature, must be felt, the objects of them being pre- 
sent; though they cannot be gratified at all, or not with the allowance of the moral principle. 
But, if they can be gratified without its allowance, or by contradicting it; then they must 
be conceived to have some tendency, in how low a degree soever, yet some tendency, to induce 
persons to such forbidden gratifications. This tendency, in some one particular propen- 
sion, may be increased, by the greater frequency of occasions naturally exciting it, than ‘of 
occasions exciting others. The least voluntary indulgence in forbidden circumstances, though 
but in thought, will increase this wrong tendency: and may increase it farther, till, peculiar 
conjunctions perhaps conspiring, it becomes effect; and danger from deviating from right, 
ends in actual deviation from it; a danger necessarily arising, from the very nature of pro- 
pension ; and which, therefore, could not have been prevented, though it might have been 
escaped, or got innocently through. The case would be, as if we were to suppose a straight 
ag marked out for a person, in which such a degree of attention would keep him steady : 

ut if he would not attend in this degree, any one of a thousand objects, catching his eye, 
might lead him out of it. Now it is impossible to say, how much even the first full overt act 
of irregularity might disorder the constitution; unsettle the adjustments, and alter the pro- 
portions, which formed it, and in which the uprightness of its make consisted: but repetition 
of irregularities would produce habits, and thus the constitution would be spoiled, and creatures 
made upright, become corrupt, and depraved in their settled character, proportionably to their 
repeated irregularities in occasional acts.” (2) 

These observations are general, and are introduced only to illustrate the point, that we may 

conceive of a creature being made innocent, and yet still dependent upon the exercise of caution 
for its preservation fiom moral corruption and offence. It was not, in fact, by the slow and 
almost imperceptible formation of evil habits, described in the extract just given, by which 
Adam fell; that is but one way in which we may conceive it possible for sin to enter a holy 
soul. He was exposed to the wiles of a tempter, and his fall was sudden. But this exposure 
to a particular danger was only a circumstance in his condition of probation. It wasa varied 
mode of subjecting the will to solicitation; but no necessity of yielding was laid upon man in 
consequence of this circumstance. From the history we learn, that the devil used not force, 
but persuasion, which involves no necessity; and that the devil cannot force men to sin is 
sufficiently plain from this, that, such is his malevolence, that if he could render sin inevitable, 
he would not resort to persuasion and the sophistry of error to accomplish an end more directly 
within his reach. (3) : 
* The prohibition under which our first parents were placed has been the subject of many “a 
fool-born jest,” and the threatened punishment has been argued to be disproportioned to the 
offence. Such objections are easily dissipated. We have already seen, that all rational 
creatures are under a law which requires supreme love to God and entire obedience to hig 
commands; and that, consequently, our first parents were placed under this equitable obliga- 
tion. We have also seen, that all specific laws emanate from this general law; that they are 
manifestations of it, and always suppose it. "The Decalogue was such a manifestation of it to 
the Jews, and the prohibition of the Tree of Knowledge is to be considered in the same light. 
Certainly this restraint presupposed a right in God to command, a duty in the creatures to 
obey ; and the particular precept was but the exercise of that previous right which was vested 
in him, and the enforcement of that previous obligation upon them. To suppose it to be the 
only rule under which our first parents were placed would be absurd; for then it would follow, 
that if they had become sensual in the use of any other food than that of the prohibited tree ; 
or if they had refused worship and honour to God, their Creator ; or if they had become 
“hateful, and hating one another,” these would not have been sins. This precept was, how- 
ever, made prominent by special injunction ; and it is enough to say, that it was, as the event 
showed, a sufficient test of their obedience. 

The objection that it was a positive, and not a moral precept, deserves to be for a moment 
considered. ‘The difference between the two is, that “moral” precepts are those, the reasons 
of which we see; positive precepts those, the reasons of which we do not see. Moral duties 
arise out of the nature of the case itself, prior to external command: positive duties do not arise 
out of the nature of the case, but from external command; nor would they be duties at all, 
were it not for such command received from him whose creatures and subjects we are.” (4) It 
has, however, been justly observed, that, since positive precepts have somewhat of a moral 
nature, we may see the reasons of them considered in this view, and, so far as we discern the 
reasons of both, moral and positive precepts are alike. In the case in question no just objection, 
: @ Analogy. : 

3) “ Diabolus causa talis statui non potest; gina ille syasione sola usus legitur : suasio antem necessitatem 
nullam affert, sed moraliter tantum voluntatem ad ge allicere atque attractiere conatur.”—Episcopius, 

, (4) Butler’s Analogy. 


ee 
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certainly, can be made against the making a positive precept the special test of the obedience 
of our first parents. Th point of obligation, positive precepts rest upon the same ground as 
moral ones, namely, the will of God. Granting, even, that we see no reason for them, this - 
does not alter the case; we are bound to obey our Creator, both as matter of right and matter 
of gratitude ; and the very essence of sin consists in resisting the will of God. Even the reason 
of moral precepts, their fitness, suitableness, and influence upon society, do not constitute thens 
absolutely obligatory upon us. The obligation rests upon their being made law by the authority 
of God. Their fitness, &c, may be the reasons why he has made them parts of his law ; but 
it is the promulgation of his will which makes the law and brings.us under obligation. In this 
respect, then, moral and positive laws are of equal authority when enjoined with equal exphi- 
citness. ‘T'o see or not to see the reasons of the Divine enactments, whether moral or positive, 
is a circumstance which affects not the question of duty. ‘There is, nevertheless, a distinction 
to be made between positive precepts and arbitrary ones, which have no reason but, the: will of 
him who enacts them, though, were.such enjoined by Almighty God, our obligation to obey 
would be absolute. It is, however, proper to suppose, that when the reasons of positive pre- 
cepts are not seen by us, they do, in =r exist in those relations, and qualities, and habit- 
udes of things which are only known to God; for, that, he has a sufficient reason for all that 
he requires of us, is a conclusion as rational as 3b 1s pious; and to slight positive precepts, 
therefore, is in fact to refuse obedience to the Lawgiver only on the proud and presumptuous 
ground, that he has not made us acquainted with his.own reasons for enacting them... Nor is: 
the institution of such precepts without an obvious general moral reason, though the reason 
for the injunction of particular positive injunctions should not be explained. Humility, which 
is the root of all virtue, may, in some circumstances, be more effectually promoted when we 
are required to obey under the authority of God, than when we are prompted also by the 
conviction of the fitness and excellence of his commands. It is true, that when the observance 
of a moral command and a positive precept come into ‘such opposition to one another that both 
cannot be observed, we have examples in Seripture which authorize us to prefer the former to 
the latter,—as when our Lord healed on the Sabbath day, and justified his disciples for plucking 
the ears of corn when they were hungry ; yet, in point of fact, the rigidness which forbade the 
doing good on the Sabbath day, in these cases of necessity, we have our Lord’s authority to 
say, was the result of a misinterpretation of the moral precept itself, and no direct infringement 
of it was implied ineither case. Should an actual impossibility occur of observing two precepts, 
one a moral and the other a positive one, it can be but a rare case, and our conduct must ‘cer- 
tainly be regulated, not on our own views merely, but on such general principles as our now 
perfect revelation furnishes us with, and it is at our risk that we misapply them. In the case 
of our first parents, the positive command neither did, nor, apparently in their circumstances, 
could stand in opposition to any moral injunction contained in that universal law under 
which they were placed. It harmonized perfectly with its two great principles, love to 
God and love to our neighbour, for both would be violated by disobedience ;—one, by: 
rebellion against the Creator; the other, by disregard of each other’s welfare, and that of 
their posterity. 

Nor, indeed, was this positive injunction without some obvious moral reason, the ease with 
probably all positive precepts of Divine authority, when carefully considered. ‘The ordinances 
of public worship, baptism in the name of Christ, the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, and the 
observance of the Sabbath, have numerous and very plain reasons both of subjection, recog=. 
nition, and gratitude; and so had the prohibition of fhe fruit of one of the trees of the garden. 
The moral precepts of the Decalogue would, for the most part, have been inappropriate to the 
peculiar condition of the first pair;—such as, the prohibitions of Polytheism; of the use of 
idolatrous images; of taking the name of God in vain; of theft and adultery; of murder and 
covetousness. Thus even if objectors were left at liberty to attempt to point out a better test 
of obedience than that which was actually appointed, they would find, as in most such cases, 
how much easier it is to object than to suggest. ‘The law was, in the first place, simple and 
explicit; it was not difficult of observation; and it accorded with the circumstances of those 
on whom it was enjoined. They were placed amidst abundance of pleasant and exhilarating 
fruits, and of those, one kind only was reserved. This reservation implied also great principles. 
It may be turned into ridicule:—so by an ignorant person, might the reserve in our customs 
of a pepper-corn, or other quit rent, which yet are acknowledgments of subjection and 
sovereignty. This is given as an illustration, not, indeed, as a,parallel ; for there is a ve 
natural view of this transaction in Paradise, which gives to it an aspect so noble and denied 
that we may well shudder at the impiety of that poor wit by which it has been sometimes 
ignorantly assailed. The dominion of this lower world had been given to man, but it is 
equally required by the Divine glory, and by the benefit of creatures themselves, that all should. 
acknowledge their subjection to him. Man was required to do.this, as it were, openly, and in, 
the presence of the whole creation, by a public token, and to give proof of it by a continued - 
abstinence from the prohibited fruit. He was required to do it also in a way suitable to his 
excellent nature and to his character as lord of all other creatures, by a free and voluntary 
obedience, thus acknowledging the common Creator to be his supreme Lord, and himself to be 
dependent upon his bounty and favour. In this view we can conceive nothing more fitting, ax 
a test of obedience, and nothing more important than the moral lesson continually taught by 
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the obligation thus openly and ‘publicly to acknowledge the rights and authority of him who 
was, naturally, the Lord of all. (5) ~ a fox 

The immediate visible agent in the seduction of man to sin was the serpent; but the whole 
testimony of Scripture is in proof that the real tempter was that subtle and powerful evil 
spirit, whose general appellatives are the Devin and Saran. (6) This shows that ridicule, as 
to the serpent, is quite misplaced, and that one of the most serious doctrines is involved in the 
whele account,—the doctrine of diabolical influence. We have already observed, that we have 
no means of ascertaining the pristine form and qualities of this animal, except that it was 
distinguished from all the beasts of the field, which the Lord God had made, by his “subtlety” 
or intelligence, for the word does not necessarily imply a bad sense; and we might, indeed, be 
content to give credit to Satan for a wily choice of the most fitting instrument for his purpose. 
These are questions which, however, sink into nothing before the important doctrine of the 
liability of man, both in his primitive and in his fallen state, to temptations marshalled and 
directed by a superior malignant intelligence. Of this the fact cannot be doubted, if we admit 
the Scriptures to be interpreted by any rules which will admit them to be written for explicit 
instruction and the use of popular readers; and, although we have but general intimations of 
the existence of an order of apostate spirits, and know nothing of the date of their creation, or 
the circumstances of their probation and fall; yet this is clear, that they are permitted, for 
their “time,” to have influence on earth; to war against the virtue and the peace of man, 
though under’constant control and government; and that this entered into the circumstances 
of the trial of our first parents, and that it enters into ours. In this part of the history of the 
fall, therefore, without giving up any portion of the literal sense, we must, on the authority of 
other passages of Scripture, look beyond the letter, and regard the serpent but as the instrument 
of a super-human tempter, who then commenced his first act of warfare against the rule of God 
in this lower world; and began a contest, which, for purposes of wisdom, to be hereafter more 
fully disclosed, he has been allowed to carry on for ages, and will still be permitted to maintain, 
ull the result shall make his fall more na oe and bring into view moral truths and principles 
in which the whole universe of innocent or redeemed creatures are, probably, to be instructed 
to their eternal advantage. 

In like manner, the malediction pronounced upon the serpent, while it is to be understood 
literally as to that animal, must be considered as teaching more than the letter simply expresses ; 
and the terms of it are, therefore, for the reason given above, (the comment found in other 
parts of Scripture,) to be regarded as symbolical. ‘“ As the literal sense does not exclude the 
mystical, the cursing of the serpent is a symbol to us, and a visible pledge of the malediction 
with which the devil is struck by God, and whereby he is become the most abominable and 
miserable of all creatures. But man, by the help of the seed of the woman, that is, by our 
Saviour, shall bruise his head, wound him in the place that is most mortal, and destroy him 
with eternal ruin. In the meantime, the enmity and abhorrence we have of the serpent, is a 
continual warning to us of the danger we are’ in of the devil, and how heartily we ought to 
abhor him and all his works.” (7) To this view, indeed, strenuous objections have been made ; 
and in order to get quit of the doctrine of so early and significant a promise of a Redeemer,— 
& promise so expressed as necessarily to imply redemption through the temporary suffering of 
the Redeemer, the bruising of his heel,—many of those who are willing to give up the letter 
entirely in other parts of the narrative, and to resolve the whole into fable, resist this addition 
of the parabolical meaning to the literal, and contend for that alone. In answer to this, we 
may observe, ea 

1. That, on the merely literal interpretation of these words, the main instrument of the 
transgression would remain unsentenced and unpunished. That instrument was the devil, as 
already shown, and who, in evident allusion to this circumstance, is called, in Scripture, “a 
murderer from-the beginning,” “a liar and the father of lies ;” “that old serpent, called the 
devil and Satan, which deceiveth the whole world ;” he “‘who smneth from the beginning ;” so 
that whosoever “committeth sin is of the devil,” and consequently our first parents. It is also 
in plain allusion to this history and the bruising of the head of the serpent that the Apostle 
takes the phrase of “bruising” Satan under the feet of believers. These passages can only be 
disposed of by resolving the whole account of diabolical agency in Scripture into figures of 
speech ; {the theory adopted by Socinians, and which will be subsequently refuted ;) but if the 
agency of Satan be allowed in this transaction, then to confine ourselves to the merely literal 
sense leaves the prime mover of the offence without any share of the malediction ; and the 
curse of the serpent must, therefore, in justice, be concluded to fall with the least weight upon 
the animal instrument, the serpent itself, and with its highest emphasis upon the intelligent 
and accountable seducer. ‘ 

We are compelled to this interpretation by the reason of the case. That a higher power 

(5) “ Legem tamen hanc idcirco homini latam fuisse arbitramur, ut ei obsequendo et obtem erando, palam 
publiceque veluti testaretur, se, cui dominium rerum omnium creatarum a Deo delatum erat, Leo tamen 1psi 
subjectum obnoxiumque esse ; utque obsequio eodem suo tanquam vasallus et cliens, publico aliquo Phat: So 
tionis symbolo, profiteretur, se in omnibus Deo suo, tanquam supremo Domino, obtemperare et parere velle; 
id quod zquissimum erat.””—Episcopius. d 

(8) Be former word signifies a traducer and false accuser, the latter an #dversary. 

7) Archbishop King. 
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was identified with the serpent in the transaction, is apparent from the intelligent and rational 
powers ascribed to the’serpent, which it is utterly inconsistent with the distinction between 
man and the inferior animals to attribute to a mere brute. He was the most “subtle” of the 
beasts, made such near approaches to rationality as to be a fit instrument by which to deceive ; 
but, assuredly, the use of speech, of reasoning powers, a knowledge of the Divine law, and the 
power of seductive artifice to entrap human beings in their state of perfection into sin against 
God, are not the faculties of an irrational animal. The solemn manner, too, in which the 
Almighty addresses the serpent in pronouncing the curse, shows that an intelligent and free 
agent was arraigned before him, and it would, indeed, be ridiculous to suppose to the contrary. 
3. The circumstances of our first parents also confirm the symbolical interpretation, mm con- 
junction with the literal one. ‘This is shown by Bishop Sherlock with much acuteness. | 
“Tliey were now in a state of sin, standing before God to receive sentence for their disobe- 
dience, and had reason to expect a full execution of the penalty threatened, In the day thou 
eatest thereof, thou shalt swrely die. But God came in mercy as well-as judgment, purposing 
not only to punish, but to restore man. ‘The judgment is awful and severe; the woman is 
doomed to sorrow in conception; the man to sorrow and travel all the days of his life; the 
ground is cursed for his sake; and the end of the judgment is, dust thow art, and unto dust thou 
shalt return. Tad they been left thus, they might have continued in their labour and sorrow 
for their appointed time, and at last have returned to dust, without any well-grounded hope 
or confidence in God: they must have looked upon themselves as rejected by their Maker, 
delivered up to trouble and sorrow in this world, and as having no hope in any other. Upon 
this ground I conceive there could have been no religion left in the world; for a sense of religion 
without bope, is a state of phrenzy and distraction, void of all inducements to love and obedi- 
ence, or any thing else that is praiseworthy. If, therefore, God intended to preserve them as 
objects of mercy, it was absolutely necessary to communicate so much hope to them, as might 
be «@ rational foundation for their future endeavours to be reconciled to him. This seems to be 
the primary intention of this first Divine prophecy ; and it was necessary to the state of the 
world, and the condition of religion, which could not possibly have been supported without the 
communication of such hopes. The prophecy is excellently adapted to this purpose, and 
manifestly conveyed such hopes to our first parents. For let us consider-in what sense we 
may suppose them to understand the prophecy. Now they must necessarily understand the 
prophecy, either according to the literal meaning of the words, or according to such meaning 
as the whole circumstance of the transaction, of which they are part, does require. If we sup- 
pose them to understand the words literally only, and that God meant them to be so under- 
stood, this passage must appear ridiculous. Do but imagine that you see God coming to judge 
the offenders; .4dam and Eve before him in the utmost distress; that you hear God inflicting 
pains and sorrows and misery and death upon the first of human race}; and that in the midst 
of all this scene of wo and great calamity, you hear him foretelling, with great solemnity, a 
very trivial accident that should sometimes hajpen in the world : that serpents would be apt 
to bite men by the heels, and that men would be apt to revenge themselves by striking them 
on the head. What has this trifle to do with the loss of mankind, with the corruption of the 
natural and moral world, and the ruin of all the glory and happiness of the creation? Great 
comfort it was to Adam, doubtless, after telling him that his days would be short and full of 
misery, and his end without hope, to let him know, that he should now and then knock a snake - 
on the head, but not even that, without paying dear for his poor victory, for the snake should 
often bite him by the heel. Adam surely could no& understand the prophecy in this sense, 
though some of his sons have so understood it. Leaving this, therefore, as absolutely absurd 
and ridiculous, let us consider what meaning the circumstances of the transaction do necessarily 
fix to the words of this prophecy. Adam tempted by his wife, and she by the serpent, had 
fallen from their obedience, and were now in the presence of God expecting judgment. They 
knew full well at this juncture, that their fall was the victory of the serpent, whom by experience 
they found to be an enemy to God and to man; to man, whom he had ruined by seducing 
mm to sin; to God, the noblest work of whosé creation he had defaced. . It could not, there- 
fore, but be some comfort to them to hear the serpent first condemned, and to see that, however, 
he had prevailed against them, he had gained no victory over their Maker, who was able to 
assert his own honour, and to punish this great author of iniquity. By this method of God’s 
proceeding they were secured from thinking that there was any evil being equal to the Creator 
m power and dominion: an opinion which gained ground in after times through the prevalency 
of evil, and is, where it does prevail, destructive of all true religion. The belief of God’s 
supreme dominion, which is the foundation of all religion, being thus preserved, it was still _ 
necessary to give them such hopes as they could not but conceive, when they heard from the 
mouth of God that the serpent’s victory was not a complete victory over even themselves ; 
that they and their posterity should be enabled to contest his empire; and though they were 
to suffer much in the struggle, yet finally they should prevail and bruise the serpent’s head 
and be delivered ‘from his power and dominion over them. What now could they conceive 
this conquest over the serpent tomean? Is it not natural to expect that we shall recover that 
by victory which we lost hy being defeated? They knew that the enemy had subdued them 
by sin, could they then mee vier hopes of victory otherwise than by righteousness? They lost, 
through sin the happiness of their creation, could they expect less from the return of righteous- 
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ness than the recovery of the blessings forfeited ? What else but this could they expect? For 
the certain knowledge they had of their loss when the serpent prevailed, could not but lead 
them to a clear knowledge of what they should regain by prevailing against the serpent. The 
language of this prophecy is indeed in part metaphorical, but it is a great mistake to think that 
all metaphors are of uncertain signification ; for the design and scope of the speaker, with the 
circumstances attending, create a final and determinate:sense.” 

’ ‘Lhe import of this prediction appears, from various allusions of Scripture, to have been, that 
the Messiah, who was, in an eminent-and peculiar sense, the seed of the woman, should, though 
himself bruised in the conflict, obtain a complete victory over the malice and power of Satan,” 
and so restore those benefits‘to man which by sin he had lost. From this time hope looked 
forward to the Great Restorer, and sacrifices, which are no otherwise to be accounted for, 
began to be offered, in prefiguration of the fact and efficacy of his sufferings. From that first 
promise, that light of salvation broke forth, which, by the increased illumination of revelation 
through following ages, shone brighter and brighter to the perfect day.. To what extent our " 
first parents understood this promise it is not possible for us to say. Sufficiently, there is no 
doubt, for hope and faith; and that it might be the ground of a new dispensation of religion, 
in which salvation was to be of grace, not of works, and in which prayer was to be offered for 
allnecessary blessings, on the ground of pure mercy, and through the intercession of an infinitely 
worthy Mediator. The Scriptures cannot be explained, unless this be admitted, for these are 
the very principles which are assumed in God’s government of man from the period of his fall; 
and it is, therefore, probable, that in those earliest patriarchal ages, of which we have so brief 
and rapid an account in the writings of Moses, and which, we may, nevertheless, collect, were 
‘ages distinguished by the frequent and visible intercourse of God and. superior beings with 
men, there were revelations made and instructions given which are not specifically recorded, . 
but which formed that body of theology which is, unquestionably, presupposed by the whole 
Mosaic institute. But if we allow, that this first promise, as interpreted by us, contains more 
than our first parents can be supposed to have discovered in it, we may say, with the prelate just 
quoted, “Since this prophecy has been plainly fulfilled in Christ, and by the event appropriated 
to him only, I would fain know how it comes to be conceived to be so ridiculous a thing in us 
to suppose that God, to whom the whole event was known from the beginning, should make 
choice of such expressions as naturally conveyed so much knowledge to our first parents as he 
intended, and yet should appear, in the fulness of time, to have been peculiarly adapted to the 
event which he, from the beginning, saw, and which he intended the world should one day see, 
and which, when they should see, they might the more easily acknowledge to be the work of 
his hand, by the secret evidence which he had enclosed from the days of old in the words of _ 
ro ec 7? 4 * nw 
- has aes remarks on the history of the fall, we are called to consider the state into which 
that event reduced the first man and his posterity. i ; “4 

As to Adam, it is clear that he became liable to inevitable death, and that, during his 
temporary life, he was doomed to severe labour, expressed in Scripture by eating his bread 
in, or “by the sweat of his brow.” These are incontrovertible points; but that the threaten- 
ing of death, as the penalty of disobedience, included spiritual and eternal death, as to him- 
self and his posterity, has been, and continues to be, largely and resolutely debated, and will 
require our consideration. : wy 

n this subject the following are the leading opinions: 

The view stated by Pelagius, who lived in the fifth century, is (if he has not been mis- 
represented) that which is held by the modern Socinians. It is, that though Adam, by his 
transgression, exposed himself to the displeasure of his Maker, yet that neither were the 

wers of his own nature at all impaired, nor have his posterity, in any sense, sustained the 
smallest hurt by his disobedience; that he was created mortal, and would, therefore, have 
died, had he not sinned; and that the only evil he suffered was his being expelled from Para- 
dise, and subjected to the discipline of labour. ‘That his posterity, like himself, are placed in 
a state of trial; that death to them, as to him, is a natural event; and that the prospect of 
certain dissolution, joined to the common calamities of life, is favourable to the cultivation of 
virtue. By a proper attention we may maintain our innocence amidst surrounding tempta- 
tions, and may also daily improve in moral excellence, by the proper use of reason and other 
natural powers. 

A second opinion has been attributed to the followers of Arminius, on which a remark shall 
just now be offered. It has been thus epitomized by Dr, Hill: 

- According to this opinion, although the first man had a body naturally frail and mortal, 
his life would have been for ever preserved by the bounty of his Creator, had he continued 
obedient ; and the instrument employed by God, to preserve his mortal body from decay, was 
the fruit of life. Death was declared to be the penalty of transgression ; and, therefore, as 
soon as he transgressed, he was removed at a distance from the tree of life ; and his posterity, 
inheriting his natural morality, and not having ‘access to the tree of life, are subjected to 
death. i is therefore said by St. Paul, ‘By one man sin entered into the world, and death by 
sin, and so death passed upon all men. In Adam alldie. By one man’s offence death reigned 
by one.’ These expressions clearly point out death to be the consequence of Adam’s transeres- 
sion, an evil brought upon his posterity by his fault ; and this the Arminians understand to be 
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the whole meaning of its being said, “Adam begat a son in his own likeness, after his image,’ 
Gen. v, 3, and of Paul gaying, ‘ We have borne the image of the earthly.’ 

“It is admitted, however, by those who hold the opinion, that this change upon the con- 
dition of mankind, from a life preserved without end, to mortality, was most unfavourable to 
their moral character. ‘The fear of death enfeebles and enslaves the mind; the pursuit of 
those things which are necessary to support a frail perishing life engrosses and contracts the 
soul; and the desires of sensual pleasure are rendered more eager and ungovernable, by 
the knowledge that the time of enjoying them soon passes away. Hence arise envying of 
/those who have a larger share of the good things of this life—strife with those who interfere 
in our enjoyments—impatience under restraint—and sorrow and. repining when pleasure is 
abridged. ‘And to this variety of turbulent passions, the natural fruits of the punishment of 
Adam’s transgression, there are also to be added, all the fretfulness and disquietude occasioned 
by the diseases and pains which are inseparable from the condition of a mortal being. In this" 
way the Arminians explain such expressions as these, ‘by one man’s disobedience many were 
made sinners;? ‘all are under sin ;’ ‘behold I was shapen in iniquity,’ 7. e. all:men, in conse- 
quence of Adam’s sin, are born in these circumstances,—under that disposition of events 
which subjects them to the dominion of passion, and exposes them to so many temptations, 
that it is impossible for any man to maintain his integrity. And hence, they say, arises the 
necessity of a Saviour, who, restoring to man the immortality which he had forfeited, may be 
said to have abolished death; who effectually delivers his followers from that bondage of mind, 
and that corruption of character, which are connected: with the fear of death; who, by his 
perfect obedience, obtains pardon for those sins into which they have been betrayed by their 
condition; and by his Spirit enables them to overcome the temptations which human nature 
of itself cannot withstand. ; ; 

* According to this opinion, then, the human race has suffered universally in a very high 
degree by the sin of their first parent. At the same time, the manner of their suffering is 
analogous to many circumstances in the ordinary dispensations of Providence; for we often 
see children, by the negligence or fault of their parents, placed in situations very unfavourable 
both to their prosperity and to their improvement; and we can trace the profligacy of their 
character to the defects of their education, to the example set before them in their youth, and 
to the multiplied temptations in which, from a want of due attention on the part of others, 
they find themselves early entangled.” (8) 

That this is a very defective view of the effects of the original offence upon Adam and his 
descendants must be acknowledged. Whether Adam, as to his body, became mortal by posi- 
tive infliction, or by being excluded from the means of warding off disease and mortality, 
which were provided in the tree of life, is a speculative point, which has no important theologi- 
eal bearing; but that the corruption of our nature, and not merely its greater liability to be 
corrupted, is the doctrine of Scripture, will presently be shown. However, this was not the 
opinion of Arminius, nor of hisimmediate followers. ‘Nor is it the opinion of that large body of 
Christians, often called Arminians, who follow the theological opinions of Mr. Wesley. It was 
the opinion of Dr. Whitby and several divines of the English church, who, though called 
Arminians, were semi-Pelagians, or at least made great approaches to that error; and the 
writer just quoted has no authority for giving this as the Arminian opinion, except the work 
of Whitby’s entitled Trdctatus de Imputatione Peccati Adami. In this, however, he has followed 
others, who, on Whitby’s authority, attribute this notion not only to Arminius singly, but to 
the body of the Remonstrants, and to all those wh& to this day, advocate the doctrine of 
general redemption. This is one proof how little pains many divines of the Calvinistic school 
have taken to understand the opinions they have hastily condemned in mass. 

The following passages from the writings of Arminius will do justice to the character of that 
eminent divine on this important subject. 
fs In the 15th and 16th propositions of his 7th public Lecture on the first Sin of the first Man, 

€ says, : 

“The immediate and proper effect of this sin was, that God was offended by it. For since 
the form of sin is the transgression of the law, 1 John iii, 4, such transgression primarily and . 
immediately impinges against the Legislator himself, Gen. iii, 2; and it impinges against him, 
Gen, iii, 16, 19, 23, 24, with offence, it having been his will that his law should not be 
infringed, Genesis iii, 17: From which he conceives a just wrath, which is the second effect 
of sin. But this wrath is followed by the infliction of punishment, which here is twofold : 
1, A hability to both deaths, Rom. vi, 23. 2. A privation of that primeval holiness and 
righteousness, Luke xix, 26, which, because they were the effects of the Holy Spirit dwelling 
in man, ought not to remain in man who had fallen from the favour of God, and had incurred 
his anger. For that Spirit is a seal and token of the Divine favour and benevolence, Rom. 
viii, 14, 15; 1 Cor, ii, 12. : or 

“But the whole of this sin is not peculiar to our first parents, but is common to the whole 
race, and to all their posterity, who at the time when the first sin was committed, were in 
their loins, and who afterward descended from them in the natural-mode of propagation, 
according to the primitive benediction. For, in Adam, all have sinned, Rom. v, 12, hat- 
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ever punishment, therefore, was inflicted on our first parents, has also pervaded all their pos- 
terity, and still oppresses them: So that all are by nature children of wrath, Eph. ii, 31, 
obnoxious to condemnation and to death temporal and eternal, Rom. v, 12, and are, lastly, 
devoid of that [primeval] righteousness and holiness: With which evils they would continue 
oppressed for ever, unless they were delivered from them by Jesus Christ; to whom be glory 
for ever and ever! Rom. v, 18, 19.” 3 

in the epistle which Arminius addressed to Hippolytus, describing grace and freé-will, his 
views on this subject are still more clearly expressed: 

“Tris phasis for free-will without grace to begin or perfect any true or spiritual good. 
I say, the grace.of Christ which pertains to regeneration is simply and absolutely necessar 
fer the illumination of the mind, the ordering of the affections, and the inclination of the wil 
to that which is good. It is that which operates- on the mind, the affections, and the will; - 
which infuses good thoughts into the mind, inspires good desires into the affections, and leads 
the will to execute good thoughts and good desires. It prevents, (goes before,) accompanies, 
and follows. It excites, assists, works in us to will, and works with us, that we may not will in 
vain. Itaverts temptations, stands by and aids us in temptations, supports us against the flesh, 
the world, and Satan; and in the conflict, it grants us to enjoy the victory. It raises up again 
those who are conquered and fallen, it establishes them, and eridues them with new strength, and 
renders them more cautious. It begins, promotes, perfects, and consummates salvation. I con- 
fess, that the mind of the natural (animalis) and carnal man is darkened, his affections are 
depraved and disordered, his will is refractory, and that the man is-dead in sins.” P 

And, in his 11th Public Disputation on the Free-will of Man, and its powers, he says, “that 
the will of man, with respect to true good, is not only wounded, bruised, inferior, crooked, and 
attenuated ; but it is likewise captivated, destroyed, and lost; and has no powers whatever, 
except such as are excited by grace.” : 

The doctrine of the Remonstraunts is, “That God, to the glory of his abundant goodness, 
having decreed to make man after his own image, and to give him an easy and most equal 
law, and add thereunto a threatening of death to the transgressors thereof, and foreseeing that 
Adam would wilfully transgress the same, and thereby make himself and his posterity liable 
to condemnation; though God was, notwithstanding, mercifully affected toward man, yet, 
out of respect to his justice and truth, he would not give way to his mercy to save man till his 
justice should be satisfied, and his serious hatred of sin and love of righteousness should be 
made known.” The condemnation here spoken of, as affecting Adam and his posterity, is to 
be understood of more than the death of the body, as being opposed to the salvation procured 
by the sacrifice of Christ ; and, with respect to the moral state of human nature since the fall, 
the third of their articles, exhibited, at the Synod of Dort, states, that the Remonstrants “hold 
that a man hath not saving faith of himself, nor from the power of his own free-will, seeing 
that, while he is in the state of sin, he cannot of himself, nor by himself, think, will, or do 
yy. saving good.” (9) : 

he doctrine of the Church of England, though often claimed as exclusively Calvinistic on 
this point, accords perfectly with true Arminianism. ‘Original sin standeth not in the fol- 
lowing or imitation of Adam, as the Pelagians do vainly talk; but it is the fault or corruption 
of the nature of every man, that naturally is engendered of the offspring of Adam, whereby 
man is very far gone from original righteousness, and is of his own nature only inclined to 
evil,” &c. Some of the divines of this church have, on the other hand, endeavoured to soften 
this article, by availing themselves of the phrase “very far gone,” as though it did not express 
a total defection from original righteousness. The Articles were, however, subscribed by the 
two houses of Convocation, in 1571, in Latin and English also, and therefore both copies are 
equally authentic. The Latin copy expresses this phrase by ‘quam longissime distet ;? which 
is as strong an expression as that language can furnish, fixes the sense of the compilers on this 
point, and takes away the argument which rests on the alleged equivocalness of the English 
version. Nor does there appear any material discrepancy between this statement of the fallen 
condition of man and the Augsburgh Confession, the doctrine of the French churches, that of 
the Calvyinistic church of Scotland, and, so far as the moral state of man only is concerned, 
the views of Calvin himself. ‘There are, it is true, such expressions as “contagion,” “infec- 
tion,” and the like, in some of these formularies, which are somewhat equivocal, as bearing 
upon a point from which some divines, both Arminians and Calvinists, have dissented,—the 
direct corruption of human nature by a sort of judicial act; but, this point excepted, to which 
we shall subsequently turn our attention, the true Arminian, as fully as the Calvinist, admits 
the doctrine of the total depravity of human nature in consequence of the fall of our first 
parents; and is indeed enabled to carry it through his system with greater consistency than 
the Calvinist himself. For, while the Tatheg is obliged, in order to account for certain good 
dispositions and occasional religious inclinations in those who never give any evidence of them 
actual conversion to God, to refer them to nature, and not to grace, which, according to them, 
is not given to the reprobate, the believer in general redemption maintains the total incapacity 
of unassisted nature to produce such effects, and attributes them to that Divine gracious in- 
fluence which, if not resisted, would lead on to conversion. Some of the doctrines joined by 
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Calvinists with the corryption of our common nature are, indeed, very disputable, and such as 

we shall, in the proper place, attempt to prove unscriptural ; but in this Arminians and they 
- so well agree, that it is an entire delusion to represent this doctrine, as it is often done, as ex- 

clusively Calvinistic. “The Calvinists,” says Bishop Tomline, “contend that the sin of Adam 
introduced into his nature such a ‘radical impotence and depravity, that it is impossible for his 
descendants to make any voluntary effort [of themselves] toward piety and virtue, or in any 
respect to correct and improve their moral and religious character ; and that faith and all the 
Christian graces are communicated by the sole and irresistible operation of the Spirit of God, 
without any endeavour or concurrence on the part of man.” (1) The latter part only of this 
statement gives the Calvinistic peculiarity; the former is not’exclusively theirs. We have 
seen the sentiment of Arminius on the natural state of man, and it perfectly harmonizes with 
that of Calvin where he says, in his own forcible manner, “that man is so totally overwhelmed, 
as with a deluge, that no part is free from sin, and therefore whatever proceeds from him is. 
accounted sin.” (2) ; : bled 

But in bringing all these opinions to the test of Scriptural testimony, we must first inquire 

into the import of the penalty of peaTu, threatened upon'the offences of the first man. ~ 
‘The Pelagian and Socinian notion, that Adam would have died had he not sinned, requires 
ther refutation than the words of the Apostle Paul, who declares expressly that death 
entered the world “by sin,” and so it inevitably follows that, as to man at least, but for sin 
there would have been no death. , Hg 

The notion of others, that the death threatened extended to the annihilation of the soul“as 
well as the body, and was only arrested by the interposition of a Redeemer, assumes a doc- 
trine which has no countenance at all in Scripture, namely, that the penalty of transgressing 
the Divine law, when it extends to the soul, is death in the sense of annihilation. On the 
contrary, whenever the threat of death, in Scripture, refers to the soul, it unquestionably means 
future and conscious punishment. Besides the term “‘death,” which conveys the threatening, 
does not properly express annihilation. There is no adequate opposition between life and 
annihilation. If there were such an opposition between them, then life and non-annihilation 
must be equivalent terms. But they are not; for many things exist which do not live; and 
thus both the sense attached to the term death, in Scripture, when applied to the soul, as well 
as the proper sense of that term itself, and the reason of the thing, forbid that interpretation. 

The death threatened to Adam, we conclude, therefore, to have extended to the soul of man 
as well as to his body, though not in the sense of annihilation; but, for the confirmation of 
this, it is necessary to refer more particularly to the language of Scripture, which is its own 
best interpreter, and it will be seen, that the opinion of those divines who include in the pen- 
alty attached to-the first offence, the very “fulness of death,” as it has been justly termed, 
death bodily, spiritual, and eternal, is not to be puffed away by sarcasm, but stands firm on 
inspired testimony. j 

esides death, as it is opposed to animal life, and which consists in the separation of the 
rational soul from the body, the Scriptures speak of the life and death of the soul in a moral 
sense. The first consists in the union of the soul to God, and is manifested by those vigorous, 
grateful, and holy affections, which are, by this union, produced. ‘The second consists in a 
separation of the soul from communion with God, and is manifested by the dominion of earthly 
and corrupt dispositions and habits, and an entire indifference or aversion to spiritual and 
heavenly things. ‘This, too, is represented as the state of all who are not quickened by the 
instrumentality of the Gospel employed for this. purpose by the power and agency of its 
Divine Author. “And you hath he quickened who were DEAD in trespasses and sins.” The 
state of a regenerate mind is, in accordance with this view, represented as a resurrection, and 
a passing “from-death unto life ;” and both to Christ and to the Holy Spirit is this work of 
quickening the souls of men and preserving them in moral or spiritual life attributed. To 
interpret, then, the death pronounced upon Adam as including moral death, seeing that he, 
by his transgression, fell actually into the same moral state as a sinner against God, in which 
all those persons now are who are dead in trespasses and sins, is in entiré accordance with 
the language of Scripture. For, if a state of sin in them is a state of spiritual death, then a ’ 
state of sin in him was a state of spiritual death; and that both by natural consequence, the 
same cause producing the same effect, and also by the appointment of God, who departs from 
sinful men, and, withdrawing himself from all communion with the guilty, withdraws thereby 
the only source of moral or spiritual life. 

But the highest sense of the term “death,” in Scripture, is the punishment of the soul in a 
future state, both by a loss of happiness and separation from God, and also by a positive in- 
fliction of Divine wrath. Now this is stated, not as peculiar to any dispensation of religion, 
but as common to all; as the penalty of the transgression of the law of God in every degree. 
“Sin is the transgression of the law,” this is its definition; “the wages of sin is death,” this 
is its penalty. Here we have no mention made of any particular sin, as rendering the trans- 
gressor liable to this penalty, nor of any particular circumstance under which sin may be 
committed, as calling forth that fatal expression of the Divine displeasure; but of sin itself 
generally :—of transgression of the Divine law, in every form and degree, it is affirmed, “the 
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wages of sin is pzatH.” This is, therefore, to be considered as an axiom in the jurisprudence 
of Heaven. “Sin,” says St. James, with like absolute and unqualified manner, “when it 
is finished, bringeth forth pear ;” nor have we the least intimation given in Scripture, that 
any sin.whatever is exempted from this penalty ; that some sins are punished in this life only, 
and others in the life to come. The degree of punishment will be varied by the offence; but 
death is the penalty attached to all sin, unless it is averted by pardon, which itself su poses 
that in law the penalty has been incurred. What was there, then, in the case of Adam to 
take him out of this rule? His act was a transgression of the law, and therefore sin ; as-sin, 
its wages was “death,” which, in Scripture, we have seen, means, in its highest sense, future 
punishment. Sb ate \ ~ : 

To this Dr. Taylor, whom most modern writers who deny the doctrine of original sin have 
followed, objects: “‘Death was to be the consequence of his disobedience, and the death here 
threatened can be opposed only to that life God gave Adam when he created him.” j 

To this it has been replied : ‘ 

_ “True: but how are you assured, that God, when he created him, did not give him spiritual, 
as well as animal, life? Now spiritual death is opposed to spiritual life. And this is more than 
the death’ of the body. ae ve ee 

“But this, you say, is pure conjecture, without a solid foundation. For no other life isspoken 
of before. Yes there is. The image of God is spoken of before. This is not therefore pure 
conjecture ; but is grounded upon a solid foundation, upon the plain Word of God. Allowing 
then that ‘Adam could understand it of no other life than that which he had newly received ;’ 

et would he naturally understand it of the life of God in his soul, as well as of the life of his body. 

n this light therefore the sense of the threatening will stand thus: ‘Thou shalt surely die;’ 
as if he had'said, I have formed thee of the dust of the ground, and ‘breathed into thy nostrils the 
breath of lives,’ both of animal and spiritual life; and in both respects thou art become a living 
soul. ‘But if thou eatest of the forbidden tree, thou shalt cease to be a living soul. For I will 
take from thee’ the lives I have given, and thou shalt die spiritually, temporally, eternally.”(3) 
’ ‘The answer of President Edwards is more at large. 

To this I would say; it is true, death is opposed to iife, and must be understood according to 
the nature of that life, to which it is opposed. But does it therefore follow, that nothing can be 
meant by it but the loss of life? Misery is opposed to happiness, and sorrow is in Scripture 
often opposed to joy; but can we conclude from thence, that nothing is meant in Scripture by 
sorrow, but the loss of joy? Or that there is no-more in misery, than the loss or absence of 
happiness? And if the death threatened to Adam can, with certainty, be opposed only to the 
life given to Adam, when God created him; I think a state of perfect, perpetual, and hopeless 
misery is properly opposed to that state Adam was in when God created him. For I suppose it 
will not be denied, that the life Adam had, was truly a happy life; happy in perfect inno- 
cency, in the favour of his Maker, surrounded with the happy fruits and testimonies of his 
Jove. And I think it has been proved, that he also was happy in a state of perfect righteous- 
ness. Nothing is more manifest than that it is agreeable to a very common acceptation of 
the word life m Scripture, that it be understood as signifying a state of excellent and happy 
existence. Now that which is most opposite to that life and state in which Adam was created, 
is a state of total, confirmed wickedness, and perfect hopeless misery, under the Divine dis- 
pleasure and curse; not excluding temporal death, or the destruction. of the body, as an 
introduction to it. 

“Besides, that which is much more evident than any thing Dr. T. says on this head, is, that 
the death which was to come on Adam, as the punishment of his disobedience, was opposed to 
that life, which he would have had as the reward of his obedience in case he had not sinned. 
Obedience and disobedience are contraries; the threatenings and promises which are sanctions of 
a law, are set in direct opposition; and the promises, rewards, and threatened punishments, are 
most properly taken as each other’s opposites. But none wiil deny, that the life which would 
have been Adam’s reward, if he had persisted in obedience, was eternal life. And therefore we 
argue justly that the death which stands opposed to that life, (Dr. T. himself being judge,) is 
manifestly eternal death, a death widely different from the death we now die—to use his own words. 
If Adam for his persevering obedience, was to have had everlasting life and happiness, in 
perfect holiness, union with his Maker, and enjoyment of his favour, and this was the life 
which was to be confirmed by the tree of life; then, doubtless, the death threatened in case of 
disobedience, which stands in direct opposition to this, was an exposure to everlasting wicked- 
ness and misery, in separation from God, and in. enduring his wrath.” (4) 

The next question is, whether Adam is to be considered as a mere individual, the conse- 
quences of whose misconduct terminated in himself, or no otherwise affected his posterity than 
incidentally, as the misconduct of an ordinary parent may affect the circumstances of his 
children; or whether he is to be regarded as a public man, the head and representative of the 
human race, who, in consequence of his fall, have fallen with him, and received direct hurt and 
injury in the very constitution of their bodies, and the moral state of their minds, ; 

The testimony of Scripture is so explicit on this point, that all the attempts to evade it have 
been in vain. In Romans v, Adam and Christ are contrasted in their public or federal cha- 
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racter, and the hurt whigh mankind have derived from the one, and the healing they have 
received from the other, are also contrasted in various particulars, which are equally repre- 
sented as the effects of the “offence” of Adam, and of the “obedience” of Christ. Adam,’ 
indeed, in verse 14, is called, with evident allusion to this public representative character, the. 
figure, (rumos,) type, or model “of him that was to come.” The same Apostle also adopts the 
phrases, “the first Adam,” and “the second Adam,” which mode of speaking can only be 
explained on:the ground, that as sin and death descended from one, so righteousness and life 
flow from the other; and that what Christ is to all his spiritual seed, that Adam is to all his 
natural descendants. On this, indeed, the parallel is founded, 1 Cor. xv, 22, “For as in Adam. 
all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive,” words which on any other hypothesis can 
have no natural signification. Nor is there any weight in the observation, that this relation of 
Adam to his descendants is not expressly stated in the history of the fall; since, if it were not 
indicated in that account, the comment of an inspired Apostle is, doubtless, a sufficient authority. 
But the fact is, that the threatenings pronounced upon the first pair have all.respect to their 
posterity as well as to themselves. The death threatened affects all,—‘In “Adam all die,” 
“death entered by sin,” that-is, by his sin, and then “passed upon all men.”. The painful 
childbearing threatened upon Eve has passed on to her daughters. The ground was cursed, 
but that affected Adam’s posterity also, who, to this hour, are doomed to eat their bread b 
“the sweat of their brow.” Even the first blessing, “Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenis! 
the earth, and subdue it,” was clearly pronounced upon them as public persons, and both b 
its-very terms and the nature of the thing, since they alone could neither replenish the eart! 
nor subject it to their use and dominion, comprehended their posterity. In all these cases they 
are addressed in such a form of speech as is appropriated to individuals; but the circumstances 
of the case infallibly show, that, in the whole transaction, they stood before their Maker as 
public persons, and as the legal representatives of their descendants, though in so many words 
they are not invested with these titles. - 

-The-condition in which this federal connection between Adam and his descendants placed 
the latter, remains to be exhibited. The imputation of Adam’s sin to his posterity has been a 
point greatly debated. In the language of theologians it is considered as mediate or immediate. 
Our mortality of body.and the corruption of our moral nature, in virtue of our derivation from 
him, is what is meant by the mediate imputation of his sin to us; by immediate imputation is 
meant that Adam’s sin 1s accounted ours in the sight of Gop, by virtue of our federal relation. 
To support the latter notion, various illustrative phrases have been used: as, that Adam and 
his posterity constitute one moral person, and that the whole human race was in him, its head, 
consenting to his act, &c. This is so little agreeable to that distinct agency which enters into 
the very notion of an accountable being, that it cannot be maintained, and it destroys the 
sound distinction between original and actual sin. It asserts, indeed, the imputation of the 
actual commission of Adam’s sin to his descendants, which is false in fact; makes us stand 
chargeable with the full latitude of his transgression, and all its attendant circumstances; and 
constitutes us, separate from all actual voluntary offence, equally guilty with him, all which 
are repugnant equally to our consciousness and to the equity of the case. : 

The other opinion does not, however, appear to go the length of Scripture, which must not 
be warped by the reasonings of erring man. ‘There is another view of the imputation of the 
offence of Adam to us which is more consistent with its testimony. This is very clearly stated 
by Dr. Watts in his answer to Dr. Taylor. 

“When a man has broken the law of his country,“and is punished for so doing, it is plain 
that sin is imputed to him: his wickedness is upon him; he bears his iniquity: that is, he is 
reputed or accounted guilty: he is condemned and dealt with as an offender. ; : 

_ “But if a man, having committed treason, his estate is taken from him and his children, 
then they bear the iniquity of their-father, and his sin is imputed to them also. 

“If aman lose his life and estate for murder, and his children thereby become vagabonds, 
then the blood of the person murdered is said to be upon the murderer, and upon his children 
ne ra ose Jews: His blood be on us and on our children; let us and our children be pun- 
ished for it. ee : 

“But it may be asked, how can the acts of the parent’s treason be imputed to his little child? 
Since those acts were quite out of the reach of an infant, nor was it possible for him to com- 
mit them ?—I answer, : : 

“Those acts of treason or acts of service, are by a common figure said to be imputed to the 
children, when they suffer or enjoy the consequences of their father’s treason or eminent ser- 
vice: though the particular actions of treason or service, could not be practised by the children. 
This would easily be understood should it occur in human history. And why not when it 
occurs in the sacred writings? fai 

“ Sin is taken either for an act of disobedience to a law, or for the legal result of such an act; 
that is, the guilt, or liableness to punishment. Now when we say, the sin of a traitor is imputed 
to his children, we do not mean, that the act of the father is charged upon the child; but that 
the guilt or liableness to punishment is so transferred to him that he suffers banishment or 
poverty on account of it. 3 

Thus the sin of Achan was so imputed to his children, that they were all stoned on 
account of it, Josh, vii, 24, In like manner the covetousness of Gehazi was imputed to his 
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posterity, 2 Kings v, 27; when God by his prophet pronounced, that the leprosy should 
cleave unto him and to his.seed for ever. Bre, 2 ecis 

‘The Scriptures both of the Old and New Testament, use the words:sin and iniquity, (both in 
Hebrew and Greek) to signify not only the criminal actions themselves, but also the result and 
consequences of those actions, that is, The guilt or liableness to punishment: and sometimes 
the punishment itself, whether it fall upon the original criminal, or upon others on his account. 

“Indeed when sin or righteousness is said to be imputed to any man, on account of what 
himself hath done, the words usually denote both the good or-evil-actions themselves, and the 
legal result of them, But when the sin or righteousness of one person is said to be imputed 
to another, then generally those words mean only the result thereof; that is, a liableness to 
punishment on the one hand, and to reward on the other. 8 pipet 

“But let us say what we will, in order to confine the sense of the imputation of sin and 
righteousness, to the legal result, the reward or punishment of good or evil actions; let us ever 
so explicitly deny the imputation of the actions themselves to others, still Dr. Taylor will level 
almost all his arguments against the imputation, of the actions themselves, and then triumph 
in having demolished what we never built, and in refuting what we never asserted.” 

In the sense then above given, we may safely contend for the imputation of Adam’s sin; 
and this agrees precisely with the Apostle Paul, who speaks of the imputation of sin to those 
who “had not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression,” that is, to all who lived 
between Adam and Moses, and, consequently, to infants who personally had not offended ; 
and also declares, that “by one man’sdisobedience many were made, constituted, accounted, 
and dealt with as sinners,” and treated as though they themselves had actually sinned: for, 
that this is his sense, is clear from what follows, “so by the obedience of one shall many be 
made righteous,”—constituted, accounted, and dealt with as such, though not actually right- 
eous, but, in fact, pardoned criminals. The first consequence, then, of this imputation is the 
death of the body, to which all the descendants of Adam are made liable, and that on account 
of the sin of Adam—“ through the offence of one many are dead.” But though this is the first, 
it is far from being the only consequence. For,.as throughout the Apostle’s reasoning in the 
5th chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, to which reference has been made, “the gift,” “the 
free gift,” “the gift by grace,” mean one and the same thing, even the whole benefit given by 
the abounding grace of God, through the obedience of Christ ; and as these verses are evident 
parallel to 1 Cor. xv, 22, “For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive,” “it 
follows that dying and being made alive, in the latter passage, do not refer to the body only, 
but that dying implies all the evils temporal and spiritual which are derived from Adam’s sin, 
and being made alive, all the blessings which are derived from Christ in time and in eternity.” (5) 

"The second consequence is, therefore, death spiritual, that moral state which arises-from the 
withdrawment of that intercourse of God with the human soul, in consequence of its becoming 
polluted, and of that influence upon it which is the only source and spring of the right and 
vigorous direction and employment of its powers in which its rectitude consists ; a deprivation, 
from which a depravation consequently and necessarily follows. This, we have before seen, was 
included in the original threatening, and if Adam was a public person, a representative, it has 
passed on to his descendants, who, in their natural state, are therefore said to be “‘ dead in tres- 
passes and sins.” Thus it is that the heart is deceitful above allthings, and desperately wicked ; 
and that all evils naturally “proceed from it,” as corrupt streams from a corrupt fountain. 

The third consequence is eternal death, separation from God, and endless banishment from 
his glory in a future state. This follows from. both the above promises,—from the federal 
character of Adam; and from the. eternal life given by Christ being opposed by the Apostle 
to the death derived from Adam. The justice of this is objected to, a point which will be im- 
mediately considered; but it is now sufficient to say, that if the making the descendants of 
Adam liable to eternal death, because of his offence, be unjust, the infliction of temporal death 
is so also; the duration of the punishment making no difference in the simple question of jus- 
tice. If punishment, whether of loss or of pain, be unjust, its measure and duration'may be a 
greater or a less injustice ; but it is unjust in every degree. If, then, we only confine the hurt 
we have received from Adam to bodily death; if this legal result of his transgression only be 
imputed to us, and we are so constituted sinners as to become liable to it, we are in precisely 
the same difficulty, as to the equity of the proceeding, as when that legal result is extended 
farther. ‘The only way out of this dilemma is that adopted by Dr. Taylor, to consider death 
not as a punishment, but as a blessing, which involves the absurdity of making Deity threaten 
a benefit as a penalty for an offence, which sufficiently refutes the notion. 

The objections which have been raised against the imputation of Adam’s offence, in the ex- 
tent we have stated it, on the ground of the justice of the proceeding, are of two kinds. The 
former are levelled not against that Scriptural view of the case which has just been exhibited, 
but against that repulsive and shocking perversion of it which is found in the high Calvinistic 
ereed, which consigns infants, not elect, to a conscious and endless punishment, and that not 
of loss only, but of pain, for this first offence of another. ‘The latter springs from regarding 
the legal part of the whole transaction which affected our first parents and their posterity, 
separately from the evangelical provision of mercy which was concurrent with it, and which 
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included, in like manner, both them and their whole race. With the high Calvinistic view 
we have now nothing to do. It will stand or fall with the doctrines of election and reproba-’ 
tion, as held by that school, and these will be examined in. their place. © The latter-class of 
objections now claim our attention; and as to them we observe, that, as the question relates 
to the moral government of God, if one part of the transaction before us is intimately and in- 
separably connected with another and collateral procedure, it cannot-certainly be viewed in 
its true light but in that connection. .The redemption of man by Christ was not certainly an 
after-thought brought in upon man’s apostasy ; it was a provision, and when man fell, he found 
justice hand in hand with mercy. What, are, then, the facts of the whole case? For greater 
clearness, let us take Adam and the case of his adult descendants first. “All become liable to 
bodily death ; here was justice, the end of which is to support law, as that supports .govern- 
ment. By means of the anticipated sacrifice of the Redeemer’s atonement, which, as we shall 
in its place show, is an effectual means of declaring the justice of God, the sentence is reversed, 
not by exemption from bodily death, but by.a happy and glorious resurrection. For) as this 
was an act of grace, Almighty God was free to choose, speaking humanly, the circumstances 
under which it should be administered, in ordering which the unerring wisdom of God had its 
natural influence. The evil of sin was:still to be kept visible before the universe, for its ad- 
monition, by the actual infliction of death upon all men; the grace was to be manifested in 
reparation of the loss by restoration to immortality. Again, God, the fountain of spiritual 
life, forsook the soul of Adam, now polluted by sin, and unfit for his residence. He became 
morally-dead and corrupt, and, as “that which is born of the flesh is flesh,” this is the natural 
state of his descendants. Here was justice, a display of the evil of sin, and of the penalty. 
which it ever immediately induces—man forsaken by God, and, thus forsaken, a picture to 
the whole universe of pacisesians and misery, resulting from that departure from him which is 
implied in one sinful act. But that spiritual, quickening influence visits him from another 
quarter and through other means.. The second Adam “‘is a quickening spirit.” The Hol 
Spirit is the purchase of his redemption, to be given to man, that he may again infuse into his 
corrupted nature the heavenly life, and sanctify and regenerate it. Here is the mercy. As 
to a future state, eternal life is promised to all. men believing in Christ, which reverses the 
sentence of eternal death. Here, again is the manifestation of merey. Should this be rejected, 
he stands liable to the whole penalty, to the punishment of loss as the natural consequence of 
his corrupted nature which renders him unfit for heaven; to the punishment of even pain for 
the original offence, we may also, without injustice, say, as to an adult, whose actual trans- 
gressions, when the means of deliverance have been afforded him by Christ, is a consenting to 
all rebellion against God, and to that of Adam himself; and to the penalty of his own actual 
transgressions, aggravated by his having made light of the Gospel. Here is the collateral dis- 
play of justice. In all this, it is impossible to impeach the equity of the Divine procedure, 
since no man suffers any loss or injury ultimately by the sin of Adam, but by his own wilful 
obstinacy—the “abounding of grace,” by Christ, having placed before all men, upon their be- 
lieving, not merely compensation for the loss and injury sustained by Adam, but infinitely 
higher blessings, both in kind or degree, than were forfeited in him. “As to adults, then, the 
objection taken from Divine justice is unsupported. 

We now come to the case of persons dying in infancy. The great consideration which leads 
to a solution of this case is found in Romans y, 18, “Therefore, as by the offence of one 
judgment came upon all men to condemnation, even so by the righteousness of one the free 
gift came upon all men unto justification of life”? In these words, the sin of Adam and the 
merits of Christ are pronounced to be coéxtensive ;“the words applied to both are precisely 
the same, “judgment came upon ALL MEN,” “the FREE GIFT came upon aLL men.” If the 
whole human race be meant in the former clause, the whole human race is meant in the latter 
also; and it follows, that as all are injured by the offence of Adam, so all are benefited by the 
obedience of Christ. Whatever, therefore, that benefit ney be, all children dying in infancy 
must partake of it, or there would be a large portion of the human race upon whom the “ free 
gift,” the effects of “the righteousness of one,” did not “ come,” which is contrary: to the 
Apostle’s words. 3 

This benefit, whatever it might be, did not so “come upon all men” as to relieve them ' 
tmmediately from the sentence of death. This is obvious, from men being still liable to die, and 
from the existence of a corrupt nature or spiritual death in all mankind. As this is the case 
with adults, who grow up from a state of childhood, and who can both trace the corruptness of 
their nature to their earliest years, and were always liable to bodily death ; so, for this reason, 
it did not come immediately upon children, whether they die in infancy or not. For there is 
no more reason to conclude that those children who die in infancy were born with a pure 
nature, than they who live to manhood; and the fact of their being born liable to death, a 
part of the penalty, is sufficient to show that they were born under the whole malediction. 

The “free gift,” however, which has come upon all men, by the righteousness of one, is 
said to be “unto justification of life,” the full reversal of the penalty of death; and, by “the 
abundance of grace, and of the gift of righteousness,” the benefit extends to the ¢ reigning in 
life by one, Jesus Christ.” If the “free gift? is so given to all men that this is ‘the end for 
which it is given, then is this “justification of life,” and this “ reigning in life by Jesus Christ,” 
as truly within the reach of infants, dying in infancy, as within the reach of adults living te 


SECOND.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. 351 
. - ; 


ears of choice. This “free gif? is bestowed upon “all men,” ss, in order to justification of 
ite 3 it follows then, that, in the case of infants, this gift may be connected with the end for 
which it'was given, as well as in the case of adults, or it would be given in vain, and in fact, 
pe * oe whatever, a gift or benefit, standing opposed, in its result, to condemnation 
and death. : 

Now we know clearly by what means the “free gift,” which is bestowed in order to justi- 
fication of life, (that.is, that act of God by which a sinner, under sentence of death, is adjudged 
to life,) is connected with that end in the case of adults. The gift “comes upon them,” in 
its effects, very largely, independent of any thing they do—in the longsuffering of God; in 
the instructions of the Gospel; the warnings of ministers; the corrective dispensations of 
Providence; above all, in preventing grace and the influences of the Holy Spirit removing so 
much of their spiritual death as to excite in them various degrees of religious feeling, and 
enabling them to seek the face of God, to turn at his rebuke, and, by improving that grace, to 
repent and believe the Gospel. In a word, “justification of life” is offered them; nay, more, 
it is pressed upon them, and they fail of it only by rejecting it. If they yield and embrace the 
offer, then the end for which “the free gift came” upon them is attained —“ justification of life.” 

As to infants, they are not, indeed,-born justified and regenerate, so that to say that original 

sin is taken away, as to infants, by Christ, is not the correct view of the case, for the reasons 
before given ; but they are all born under the “ free gift,” the effects of the “ righteousness” of 
one, which extended to “all men ;” and this free gift is bestowed on them in order to justifica- 
tion of life, the adjudging of the condemned to live. All the mystery, therefore, in the case 
arises from this, that in adults we see the free gift connected with its end, actual justification, 
by acts of their own, repentance and faith; but as to infants, we are not informed by what 
process justification, with its attendant blessings, is actually bestowed, though the words of 
the Apostle are express, that through “the righteousness of one” they are entitled to it. Nor 
is it surprising, that this process should be hidden from us, since the Gospel was written for 
adults, though the benefit of it is designed for all; and the knowledge of this work of God, in 
the spirit of an infant, must presuppose an acquaintance with the properties of the human 
soul, which is, in fact, out of our reach. If, however, an infant is not capable of a voluntary 
acceptance of the benefit of the “ free gift ;” neither on the other hand, is it capable of a volun- 
tary rejection of it; and it is by rejecting it that adults perish. If much of the benefit of this 
“free gif? comes upon us as adults, independent of our seeking it; and if, indeed, the very 
power and inclination to seek justification of life is thus prevenient, and, in the highest sense 
Sree; it follows, by the same rule of the Divine conduct, that the Holy Spirit may be given to 
children ; that a Divine and an effectual influence may be exerted on them, which, meeting 
with no voluntary resistance, shall cure the. spiritual death and corrupt tendency of their 
nature; and all this, without supposing any great difference in the principle of the adminis- 
tration of this grace in their case and that of adults. But the different circumstances of chil- 
dren dying in their infancy, and adults, proves also that a different administration of the same 
grace, which is freely bestowed upon all, must take place.. Adults are personal offenders, 
infants are not; for the former, confession of sin, repentance, and the trust of persons con- 
sclously perishing for their trangressions, are appropriate to their circumstances, but not to 
those of the latter; and the very wisdom of God may assure us, that, in prescribing the terms 
of salvation, that is, the means by which the “ free gift? shall pass to its issue, justification of 
life, the circumstances of the persons must be taken into account. The reason of pardon, in 
every case, is not repentance, not faith, not any thing done by man, but the merit of the sacri- 
fice of Christ. Repentance and faith are, it is true, in the case of adults, a sine qua non, but 
in no sense the meritorious cause. The reasons of their being attached to the promise, as con- 
ditions, are nowhere given, but they are nowhere enforced as such, except on adults. If, in 
adults we see the meritorious cause working in conjunction with instrumental causes, they 
are capable of what is required; but when we see, even in adults, that, independent of 
their own acts, the meritorious cause is not inert, but fruitful in vital influence and gracious 
dealing, we see such a separation of the operation of the grand meritorious cause, and the 
subordinate instrumental causes, as to prove that the benefits of the death of Christ are not, 
in every degree, and consequently, on the same principle, not in every case, conferred under 
the restraints of conditions. So certainly is infant salvation attested by the Scriptures ; so 
explicitly are we told that the free gift is come upon all men to justification of life, and that 
none can come.short of this blessing but those who reject it. 
_, But there is another class of instrumental causes to be taken into the account in the case of 
children ; though they arise not out of their personal acts. The first and greatest, and general 
one, is the intercession of Christ himself, which can never be fruitless ; and that children are the 
objects of his intercession is certain, both from his office as the intercessor of all mankind, the 
“mediator between God and man,” that is, all men; and from his actually praying for chil- 
dren in the days of his abode on earth. “He took them up in his arms and. blessed them ;” 
which benediction was either in the form of prayer, or it was authoritative, which makes the 
case still stronger. As to their future state, he seems also to open a sufficiently encouraging 
view, when he declares that “ of such is the kingdom of heaven ;” for, whether we understand 
this of future felicity, or of the church, the case is settled; in neither case can they be under 
wrath, and liable to condemnation, ; 
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' Other instrumental causes of the communication of this benefit to infants, wherever the 
ordinances of the Christian church are established, and used in faith, are the prayers of 
arents, and baptism in the name of Christ; means which cannot be without their effect, — 
th as to infants who die, and those who live ; and which, as God’s own ordinances, he cannot 
but honour, in different degrees, it may be, as to those who live and those whom he intends 
to call to himself; but which are still means of grace, and channels of saving influence ; or they 
are dead forms, ill becoming that -which is so eminently a dispensation, not of the letter, but 
of the spirit. 

The achiral then, alleged as implicated in the doctrine of original sin, when considered in 
this its whole and Scriptural view, entirely vanishes ; and, at the same time, the evil of sin is 
manifested, and the justice, also of the Lawgiver, for mercy comes nat by relaxing the hold 
of justice. That.still has its full manifestation in the exaction of vicarious obedience to death, 
even the death of the cross, from the second Adam, who made himself the federal head of 
fallen men, and gave “justification unto life” only by his submission to “ judgment unto con- 
demnation.” s ah ; 5 

Having thus established the import of the death threatened as the penalty of Adam’s trans- 
gression, to include corporal, moral, or spiritual and eternal death; and showed that the 
sentence included also the whole of his posterity, our next step is to ascertain that moral con- 
dition in which men are actually born into the world, notwithstanding that gracious provision 
which is made in Christ for human redemption. On this the testimony of Scripture is so 
explicit and ample, and its humbling representations are so borne out by consciousness and by 
experience, that it may well be matter of surprise, that the natural innocence of human nature 
should ever have had its advocates, at least among those who profess to receive the Bible as 
the Word of God. In entering upon the subject of this corruption of human nature, it must 
first be stated, that there are several facts of history and experience to be accounted for; and 
that they must all be taken into account in the different theories which are advocated. 

1, That in all ages great, and even general wickedness has prevailed among those large 
masses of men which are called ations. : 

So far as it relates to the immediate descendants of Adam before the flood ; to all the nations 
of the highest antiquity; to’the. Jews throughout every period of their history, down to their 
final dispersion ; and to the empires and other states whose history is involved in theirs; we 
have the historical evidence of Scripture, and much collateral evidence also from their own 
historians. . 

To what does this evidence go, but to say the least, the actual depravity of the majority of 
mankind in all these ages and among all these nations? As to the race before the flood, a 
murderer sprang up in the first family, and the world became increasingly corrupt, until “God 
saw that the wickedness ofman was great, and that every imagination of the thoughts of hisheart 
was only evil continually ;” “that all flesh had corrupted their way upon earth;” and that 
“the earth was filled with violence through them.” Only Noah was found righteous before 
God; and because of the universal wickedness, a wickedness which spurned all warning, and 
resisted all correction, the flood was brought upon the world of the ungodly, as a testimony of 
Divine anger. : 

The same course of increasing wickedness is exhibited in the sacred records as taking place 
after the flood. The building of the tower of Babel was a wicked act, done by general con- 
cert, before the division of nations; this we know from its having excited the Divine displea- 
sure, though we know not in what the particular crime consisted. After the division of nations, 
the history of the times of Abraham, Lot, Jacob, Joseph, and Moses sufficiently show that 
idolatry, injustice, oppression and gross sensualities characterized the people of Canaan, Egypt, 
and every other country mentioned in the Mosaic narrative. 

The obstinate inclination of the Israelites to idolatry, through all ages to the Babylonish 
captivity, and the general prevalence of vice among men, is acknowledged in every part of the 
Old Testament. Their moral wickedness, after their return from Babylon, when they no 
longer practised idolatry, and were, therefore, delivered fron: that most fruitful source of crime, 
may be collected from the writers of the Old Testament who lived after that event; and their 
general corruption in the time of our Lord and his Apostles stands forth with disgusting pro- | 
minence in ‘their writings and in the writings of Josephus, their own historian. 

As to all other ancient nations, of whom we have any history, the accounts agree in 
stating the general prevalence of practical immorality and of malignant and destructive 
passions; and, if we had no such acknowledgments from themselves; if no such reproaches 
were mutually cast upon each other; if history were not, as indeed it is, a record of crimes, 
in action and in detail; and if poets, moralists, and satirists did not all give their evidence, by 
assuming that men were influenced by general principles of vice, expressing themselves in 
particular modes in different ages, the following great facts would ‘prove the case: 

The fact of GENERAL RELIGIOUS ERROR, and that in the very fundamental principles of reli- 
gion, such as the existence of one only God ; which universal corruption of doctrine among all 
the ancient nations mentioned above, shows both indifference to truth and hostility against it, 
and therefore proves, at least, the general corruption of men’s hearts, of which even indiffer- 
ence to religious truth is a sufficient indication. 

The universal prevalence of oLatTRY, which not only argues great debasement of intellect, 
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but deep wickedness of heart, because, in all ages, idolatry has been more or less immoral in 
its influence, and generally grossly so, by leading directly to sanguinary and impure practices. - 

The prevalence of superstition wherever idolatry has prevailed, and often when that has 
not existed, is another proof. The essence of this evil is the transfer of fear and hope from 
God to real or imaginary creatures and things, and so is a renunciation of allegiance to God, 
as the Governor of the world, and a practical denial either of his being or his providence. | 

ggressive wars, if the guilt of which all nations and all uncivilized tribes lave been, 
in go oer involved, and which necessarily suppose hatred, revenge, cruelty, injustice, and 
ambition. a ‘ ; ; 

The accounts formerly given of the innocence and harmlessness of the Hindoos, Chinese, 
the inhabitants of the South Sea Islands and other parts of the world, are now found to be total 
mistakes or wilful falsehoods. Pile : 

Tn all Heathen nations, idolatry, superstition, fraud, oppression, and vices of almost every 
description show the general state of society to be exceedingly and even destructively corrupt ; 
and though Mohammedan nations escape the charge of idolatry, yet pride, avarice, oppression, 
injustice, cruelty, sensuality, and gross superstition are all prevalent among them. 

The case of Christian nations, though in them immorality is more powerfully checked than 
in any other, and many bright and influential examples of the highest virtue are found among 
their inhabitants, sufficiently proves that the majority are corrupt and vicious in their habits. 
The impiety and profaneness ; the negleet of the fear and worship of God; the fraud and vil- 
lany continually taking place in the commerce of mankind ; the intemperance of various kinds 
which is found among all classes; the oppression of the poor; and many other evils are in 
proof of this; and, indeed, we may confidently conclude, that no advocate of the natural inno- 
cence of man will contend that the majority of men, even in this country, are actually virtuous 
in their external conduct, and much less that the fear and love of God and habitual respect to 
his will, which are, indeed, the only principles which can be deemed to constitute a person 
righteous, influence the people at large, or even any very large proportion of them, 

The fact, then, is established, which was before laid down, that men in all ages and in all 
places have, at least, been generally wicked. ; ‘i 

2. The second fact to be accounted for is, the strength of that tendency to the wickedness 
which we have seen to be general. cs ee . of bysg 

The strength of the corrupting principle, whatever it may be, is marked by two cireum- 
stances, : ; ; 

The first is, the greatness of the crimes to which men have abandoned themselves. : 

if the effects of the corrupt principle had only been manifested in trifling. errors, and prac- 
tical infirmities, a softer view of the nioral condition in which man is born into the world might, 
probably, have been admitted ; but in the catalogue of human crimes, in all ages, and among; 
great numbers of all nations, but more especially among those nations where there has been the 
least control of religion, and, therefore, where the natural dispositions of men have exhibited 
themselves under the simplest and most convincing evidence, we find frauds, oppressions, 
faithlessness, barbarous cruelties and murders, unfeeling oppressions, falsehoods, every kind of 
uncleanness, uncontrolled anger, deadly hatred and revenge, as to their fellow creatures, and, 
proud and scornful rebellion against Gop. ‘ 

The second is, the number and influence of the checks and restraints against which this 
tide of wickedness has urged on its almost resistless and universal course, 

It has opposed itself against the law of God, in some degree found among all men; conse- 
quently, against the checks and remorse of conscience ; against a settled conviction of the evil 
of most of the actions indulged in, which is shown by their having been blamed in others (at 
‘east whenever any have suffered by them) by those who themselves have been in the habit 
of committing them, ‘ “4 4 herds 

Against the restraints.of human laws, and the authority of magistrates ; for, in all ancient 
states, the moral corruption continued to spread until they were politically dissolved, society 
uot being able to hold itself together, in consequence of the excessive height to which long 
indulgence had raised passion and appetite. j 

Against the provision made to check human vices by that judicial act of the Governor of 
the world, by which he shortened the life of man, and rendered it uncertain, and, at the 
longest, brief. d 

Against another provision made by the Governor of the world, in part with the same view, 
#, e, the dooming of man to. earn his sustenance by labour, and thus providing for the occupa~ 
tion of the greater portion of time in what was innocent, and rendering the means of sensual 
indulgences more scanty, and the opportunities of actual immorality more limited. 

Against the restraints put upon vice by rendering it, by the constitution and the very nature 
of things, the source of misery of all kinds and degrees, national, domestic, personal, mental, 
and bodily. 5 : 

Abies the terrible judgments which God has, in all ages, brought upon wicked nations 
and notorious individuals, many of which visitations were known and acknowledged to be the 
signal manifestations of his displeasure against their vices. ; ; 

Against those counteractive and reforming influences of the revelations of the will and merey 
of Gop, which at different times have been eae to the world: as, against the light and 
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~ 


354 ; THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. [PART 


influence of the patriarchal religion before the giving of the law ; against the Mosaic institute, 

“and the warnings of ptophets among the Jews; against the religious knowledge which was 
transmitted from them among heathen nations connected with their history, at different — 
periods; against the influence of Christianity when introduced into the Roman empire, and , 
when transmitted to the Gothic nations, by all of whom it was grossly corrupted ; and against 
the control of the same Divine religion in our own country, where it 1s exhibited in its purity, 
and in which the most active endeavours are adopted to enlighten and correct society. 

It is impossible to consider the number and power of these checks without acknowledging, 
that those principles in human nature which give rise to the mass of moral evil which actually 
exists, and has always existed since men began to multiply upon the earth, are most powerful. 
and formidable in their tendency. , ay : «see 

3. The third fact is, that the seeds of the vices which exist in society may be discovered in 
children in their earliest years; selfishness, envy, pride, resentment, deceit, lying, and often 
cruelty; and so much is this the case, so explicitly is this acknowledged by all, that it is the 
principal object of the moral branch of education to restrain and correct those evils, both by 
coércion, and by diligently impressing upon children, as their faculties open, the evil and 
mischief of all such affections and tendencies. ( tron 

4. The fourth fact is, that every man is conscious of a natural tendency to many evils. 
These tendencies are different in degree and in kind. (6) In some they move to ambition, 
and pride, and excessive love of honour; in others, to anger, revenge, and implacableness ; im 
others, to cowardice, meanness, and fear; in others, to avarice, care, and distrust ; in others, 
to sensuality and prodigality. But where is the man who has not his peculiar constitutional 
tendency to some evil in one of these classes? But there are, also, evil tendencies common to 
all. These are, to love creatures more than God; to forget God; to be indifferent to our 
obligations to him; to regard the opinions of men more than the approbation of God ; to be 
more influenced by the visible things which surround us than by the invisible God, whose eye 
is ever upon us, and by that invisible state to which we are all hastening. 

It is the constant practice of those who advocate the natural innocence of man, to lower the 
standard of the Divine law under which man is placed ; and to this they arenecessarily driven, 
in order to give some plausibility to their opinions. ‘They must palliate the conduct of men ; 
and this can only be done by turning moral evils into natural ones, or into innocent infirmities, 
and by so stating the requisitions made upon our obedience by our Maker, as to make them 
consistent with many irregularities. But we have already shown, that the love of God requires 
our supreme love and our entire obedience; and it will, therefore, follew, that whatever is 
contrary to love and to entire subjection, whether in principle, in thought, m word, and in 
action, is sinful; and if so, then the tendency to evil, in every man, must, and on these 
premises will, be allowed. Nor will it serve any purpose to say, that man’s weakness and 
infirmity is such that he cannot yield this perfect obedience ; for means of sanctification and 
supernatural aid are provided for him in the Gospel ; and what is it that renders him indifferent 
to them but the corruptness of his heart ? 

Besides, this very plea allows all we contend for. It allows that the law is lowered, because 
of human inability to observe it and to.resist temptation ; but this itself proves, (were we even 
to admit the fiction of this lowering of the requisitions of the law,) that man is not now in the 
state in which he was created, or it would not have been necessary to bring the standard of 
obedience down to his impaired condition. y 

5. The fifth fact is, that, even after a serious wisk.and intention has been formed in men to 
renounce these views, and “to live righteously, soberly, and godly,” as becomes creatures 
made to glorify God and on their trial for eternity, strong and constant resistance is made by 
the passions, appetites, and inclinations of the heart at every step of the attempt. 

This is so clearly a matter of universal experience, that, in the moral writings of every age 
and country, and in the very phrases and turns of all languages, virtue is associated with 
difficulty, and represented under the notion of a warfare. Virtue has always, therefore, been 
represented as the subject of acquirement; and resistance of evil as being necessary to its 
preservation. It has been made to consist in self-rule, which is, of course, restraint upon 
opposite tendencies; the mind is said to be subject to diseases, (7) and the remedy for these 
diseases is placed in something outward to itself—in religion, among inspired men; in 
philosophy, among the Heathen. (8) 

This constant struggle against the rules and resolves of virtue has been acknowledged iin alt 
ages, and among Christian nations more especially, where, just as the knowledge of what the 
Divine law requires is diffused, the sense of the difficulty of approaching to its ‘Tequisitions is 
felt; and in proportion as the efforts made to conform to it are sincere, is the despair which 
arises from repeated and constant defeats, when the aid of Divine grace is not called in. “O 
wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me from the body of this death ?” 


These five facts of universal history and experience, as they cannot be denied, and as it 
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6) “Omid in omnibus vitri sunt; sé i inguli y “ 
( Tuscon nibus vitri sunt ; ed non ofania in singulis extant.’ —Seneca. ‘ aE 

“ Hac conditione nati stittius, animalia obtioxia non paucioribus animi quam corporis morbis.”—Seneca. 
(8) “ Videamus quanta sint que a philosophié remedia morbis animorum adhibeantur ; est enim quiedam 
medicina certé,” &¢,.—Cicero. 
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In Gen. vi, 5, it is stated, as the cause of the flood, that “God saw that the wickedness of 
man was great in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only 
evil continually.” Here, it is true, that the actual moral state of the antediluvians may only 
be spoken of, and that the text does not directly prove the doctrine of hereditary depravity : 
yet is the actual wickedness of man traced up to the heart, as its natural source, in a manner 
which seems to intimate, that the doctrine of the natural corruption of man was held by the 
writer, and by that his mode of expression was influenced. “The heart of man is here put for 
his soul. This God had formed with a marvellous thinking power. But so is his soul debased, 
that every imagination, figment, formation of the thoughts of it, is evil, only evil, continually evil. 
Whatever it forms within itself as a thinking power, is an evil formation. If all men’s actual 
wickedness sprung from the evil formation of their corrupt heart, and if, consequently, they were 
sinners from the birth, so are all others likewise.” (9) 

That this was the theological sentiment held and taught by Moses, and implied even in this 
passage, is made very clear by Genesis viii, 21, “I will not again curse the ground any more 
for man’s sake: for the imagination of man’s heart is evil from his youth; neither will I again 
smite any more every living thing.” The sense of which plainly is, that, notwithstanding the 
wickedness of mankind, though they sin from their childhood, yet would he not, on that 
account, again destroy “every living thing.” Here it is to be observed, 1. That the words 
are spoken as soon as Noah came forth from the ark, and, therefore, after the antediluvian 
race of actual and flagrant transgressors had perished, and before the family of Noah had 
begun to multiply upon the earth; when, in fact, there were no human beings upon earth but 
righteous Noah and his family, 2. That they are spoken of “man” as MAN; that is, of 
human nature, and, consequently, of Noah himself and the persons saved with hini in the 
ark. 3. That it is affirmed of man, that is, of mankind, that the imagination of the heart “is 
evil from his youth.” Now the term “imagination” includes the thoughts, affections, and 
inclinations; and the word “youth” the whole time from the birth, the earliest age of man. 
This passage, therefore, affirms the natural and hereditary tendency of man to evil. 

The book of Job, which embodies the patriarchal theology, gives ample testimony to this 
as the faith of those ancient times. Job xi, 12, “Vain man would be wise, though man be 
born like a wild ass’s colt ;” fierce, untractable, and scarcely to be subjected. This is the case 
from his birth ; it is affirmed of man, and is equally applicable to every age; it is his natural - 
condition, he is “born,” literally, “the colt of a wild ass,” re gies: 

“‘Man is born unto trouble as the sparks fly upward,” Job v, 7; that is, he is inevitably 
subjected to trouble; this is the law of his state in this world, as fixed and certain as one of 
the laws of nature. The proof from this passagé is inferential; but very decisive. Unless 


(9) Hebden. 
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man is born a sinner, it 18 not to be accounted for, that he should be born to trouble. Pain and: 
death are the consequences only of sin, and absolutely innocent beings must be exempt from: 
them. bs Bae preeleis a bak 
“Who can bring'a clean thing out of an unclean?” Job xiv, 4. The word thing is supplied 
by our translators, but person is evidently understood, “Cleanness and uncleanness, in the lan- 
guage of Scripture, signify sin oeaey Becahioe gs the text clearly asserts the natural impossi- 
bility of any man being born sinless, because he is produced by guilty and defiled parents. - 
“What is man, that he should be clean; and he which is born of a woman, that he should 
be righteous ?” Job xv, 14. The same doctrine is here affirmed as in the preceding text, only 
more fully, and it may be taken as an explanation of the former, which was, perhaps, a pro- 
verbial expression. ‘The rendering of the LXX is here worthy of notice, for, though it does 
not agree with the present Hebrew text, it strongly marks the sentiments of the ancient ZeWs 
on'the point in question. “Who shall be clean from filth?’ Not one; even though 218 life on: 
earth bea single day.” mill Ta EehEe ‘ ‘ 
Psalm li, 5, “Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did my mecher conceive me.” 
What possible sense can be given to this passage on the hypothesis of ’s natural innocence ? 
_ It is in vain to render the first clause, “I was brought forth jn iniquity ;” for nothing is gained 
_ by it.” David charges nothing upon his mother, of whoxt he is not speaking, but of himself: 
he was conceived, or, if it please better, was born a simmer. And if the rendering of the latter 
clause were allowed, which yet has no authority, “tin sin did my mother nurse me ;” still po 
progress is made in getting quit of its testinory to the moral corruption of children, for it is 
the child only which is nursed, and, if that be allowed, natural depravity is allowed, depravity 
before reasonable choice, which is the pomt in question. 

- Psalm lviii, 3, 4, “ The wicked are-estranged from the womb, they go astray as soon as they 
are born, speaking lies.” They are alienated from the womb ; “alienated from the life of God, 
from the time of their coming ifito the world.” (t} “Speaking lies :” they show a tendenc 
to speak lies as soon as they are capable of it, which shows the existence of a natural princi 

ple’of falsehood. © ‘ ; 

- Proverbs xxii, 15, and xxix, 15, “Foolishness is bound in the heart of a child; but the rod 
of correction shall drive it far from him.” “The rod and reproof give wisdom, but a child left 
to himself bririgeth his mother to shame.” “These passages put together are a plain testimony 
of the inbred corruption of young children. ‘ Foolishness,’ in the former, is not barely ‘appe- 
tite,’ or a want of the knowledge attainable by instruction, as some have said. Neither of 
these deserve that sharp correction recommended. But it is am indisposedness to what is good, 
and a strong propensity to evil, "This foolishness ‘is bound up in the heart of a child ; it is 
rooted in his inmost nature. It is, as it were, fastened to him by strong cords; so the original 
word signifies. From this corruption of the heart in every child, it is that ‘the rod of correc= 
tion’ is necessary to give him wisdom; henee it is that a child left to himself, without correc-. 
tion, ‘brings his mother to shame.’ If a child were born equally inclined to virtue and vice, 
why should the wise man speak of foolishness, or wickedness as fastened so closely to his heart? 
And why should the rod and reproof be so necessary for him? These texts, therefore, are 
another clear proof of the corruption of human nature.” (2) Sigg vee ation 

“The quotation of Psalm xiv, 2, 3, by the Apostle Paul, in Romans ii, 10, &e, is also an 
important Scriptural proof of the universal moral corruption of mankind. “The Lord looked 
down from heaven upon the children of men, to see if there were any that did understand, and 
seek God, They are all gone aside, they are altogether kecome filthy ; there is none that doeth - 
00d, no, not one.” When the Psalmist affirms this ofthe children of men, it is fair to conclude ~ 
that he is speaking of all men, and of human nature as originating actual depravity ; and it is, 
indeed, obvious, from the context, that he is thus accounting for atheism and other evils, the 
prevalence of which he laments. But, as the Apostle quotes this passage and the parallel one 
in the 53d Psalm as Scriptural proofs of the universal corruption of mankind, the sense of the 
Psalmist is fixed by his authority, and cannot be questioned. All, indeed, that the opponents 
of this si crdigeeeanne can say, is, that, in the same psalm the Psalmist speaks also of righteous 
persons, “God is in the generation of the righteous ;” but that is nothing to the purpose, seeing 

_ that those who contend for the universal corruption of mankind allow also that a remedy has 
been provided for the evil; and that by its application some, in every age, have been made 
righteous, who were originally and naturally sinful. In fact, it could not be said, with respect 
tomen’s actual moral conduct in that, or, probably, in any age, that ‘‘not one” was “* righteous ;” 
but in every age it may be said, that not one is so originally, or by nature ; So that the passage 
is not to be explained on the assumption that the Inspired writer is speaking only of the prac- 
tice of mankind in his own times. = ; 

_ Of the same kind are all those passages which speak of what is morally evil as the character- 
istic and distinguishing mark, not of any individual, not of any particular people, living in some 
one age or part of the world; but of man, of human nature ; and especially those which make 
sinfulness the natural state of that part of the human race who have not undergone that moral 
renovation which is the fruit of a Divine operation in the heart, a work ascribed particularly 
to the Holy Spirit. -Of these texts the number is very great, and it adds also to the. strength: 


(1) Wesley. (2) Hebden. 
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of their evidence, that the subject is often mentioned incidentally, and by way of illustration 
and argument in support of something else, and raust, therefore, be taken to be an acknowledged 
and settled opinion among the. sacred writers, both of the Old and New Testament, and one 
which neither they nor those to whom: 7. spoke or wrote questioned or disputed. 
“Cursed,” says the Prophet Jeremtiah, “is-he that trusteth in man.” Why in man, if he 
svere not, by nature, unworthy of trust? On the scheme of man’s natural innocence, it would 
surely have been more appropriate to say, Cursed be he that trusteth indiscriminately in men, 
some of whom may. have become corrupt ; but here human nature itself, man, i the abstract, 
is held up to suspicion and caution. “ The heart,” proceeds'the same Prophet, “is deceitful 
above all things, and desperately wicked, who can know it?” which is the reason adduced for 
the caution preceding against trusting in man. It is precisely in the came way that our Lord 
designates human nature, when he affirms, that “from withm, out of the heart, proceed evil 
thoughts, adulteries, murders, &e; all these things come from within, and defile the man.” 
This representation would not be true, on the scheme of natural innocence. All these things 
would come from without, not from within, as their original source. The heart must first be 
corrupted by outward circumstances, before it could be the corrupter. Be id 
But to proceed with instances of the more incidental references-to the fault and disease of 
ynan’s very nature, with which the Scriptures abound. “How much more abominable and 
filthy is man, who drinketh iniquity like water?” Job xv, 16. ‘<Madness is in the heart of the 
sons of men while they live,” Eccles. ix, 3. “ But they like men have transgressed the covenant,” 
Hos. vi, 7. If ye, being evil, know how to give good gifts unto your children,” Matt. vii, 11. 
«Thou savourest not the things that be of God; but the things that be of men,” Matt. xvi, 23. 
* Ave ye not carnal, and walk as MEN ?” 1 Cor. iii, 3. ‘That he no longer should live the rest 
of his time in the lusts of men; but to the will of God,” 1 Peter iv, 2. “We are of God, and 
the whole world lieth in wickedness,” 1 John v, 19. ‘Except a man be born again, he cannot 
see the kingdom of Gop,” John iii, 8, “That ye put off the old man, and be renewed in the ~ 
spirit of your mind; and that ye put on the new man,” Eph. tv, 22-24. 
"The above texts are to be considered as specimens of the manner in which the sacred writers 
speak of the subject rather than as approaching to an enumeration of the passages in which the 
same sentiments are found in great variety of expression, and which are adduced on various 
occasions. They are, however, sufficient to show that man, and the heart of man, and the moral 
nature of man, are spoken of by them in a way not to be reconciled to the notion of their purity, 
or even their indifference to good and evil. On two parts of the New Testament, however, 
which irresistibly fix the whole of this evidence in favour of the opinion of the universal church 
of Christ, in all ages, our remarks may be somewhat more extended. ‘The first is our Lord’s 
discourse with Nicodemus, John iii, in which he declares the necessity of a new birth, in con- 
tradistinction to our natural birth, in order to our entrance into the kingdom of Gop; and lays 
it down, that the Spirit of God is the sole author of this change, and that what is born of the 
flesh cannot alter its nature; it is flesh still, and must always remain so, and in that state is 
“unfit for heaven. “Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter the 
_ kingdom of God; that which is born of the fiesh is flesh, and that which is born of the Spirit 
is spirit.” Throughout the New Testament, it will be found, that when flesh and spirit are, 
in a moral sense, opposed to each other, the one means the corrupt nature and habits of men, 
not sanctified by the Gospel; the other, either the principle and habit of holiness in good men, 
or the Holy Spirit himself, who imparts and constantly nurtures them. “I know that in me 
(that is, in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing,” Rom. vii, 18. ‘I myself with the mind serye 
the law of God; but with the flesh, the law of sin,” Rom. vii, 25. There is, therefore, now 
no condemnation to them, which are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after the flesh, but after, the 
Spirit,” Rom. viii, 1. “They that are after the flesh do mind the things of the flesh; but they 
that are after the Spirit the things of the Spirit. For to be carnally minded is death ; but to be 
spiritually minded is life and peace. Because the carnal mind is enmity against God; for it is 
not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be. So then they that are in the flesh cannot 
please God. But ye are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit, ifso be that the Spirit of God dwell 
in you,” Rom. viil, 5-9. rs 
- These passages from St. Paul serve to fix the meaning of the terms flesh and Spirit, as used 
by the Jews, and as they occur in the discourse of our Lord with Nicodemus; and they are so 
exactly parallel to it, that they fully confirm the opinion of tho Awho understand our Lord as 
expressly asserting, that man is by nature corrupt and sinfal, and unfit, in consequence, for 
the kingdom of heaven: and that all amendment of his.c«se must result, not from imself, so 
totally is he gone from original rightcousness ; but-ffom that special operation of the Holy 
Spirit which produces a new birth or regeneration. ~ Both assert the natural state of man to be 
fleshly, that is, morally corrupt; both asserts that in man himself there is no remedy ; and 
both attribute principles of holiness to a supernatural agency, the agency of the Spirit of God 
himself. : ,; 
Wo criticism-can make this language consistent with the theory of natural innocence. St. 
Paul describes the state of man, before he comes under the quickening and renewing influence 
*of the Spirit, as being “in the flesh ;? in which state “he cannot please God ;” as having a 
“carnal mind,” which “is not, and cannot be, subject to the law of God.” Our Lord, in like 
manner, describes this state of “the flesh,” this condition of entire unfitness for the kingdom 
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of heaven as our natural state ; and, to make this the stronger, he refers this unfitness for 
heaven, not to our acquired habits; but to the state in which we are born: for the very pean 

which he gives for the necessity of a new birth is, that “that which is born of the flesh 1s flesh, 
and, therefore, we “must be born again.” To interpret, therefore, the phrase, “to be flesh, as 
being born of the flesh,” merely to signify that we are, by natural birth, endowed with the 
hysical powers of human nature, is utterly absurd; for what, then, is it tobe born of the 
pirit? Is it to receive physical powers which do not belong to human nature? Or, if they go 
a step farther, and admit, that “to be flesh as being born of the flesh,” means to be frail and 

? a : : - 
mortal like our parents; still the interpretation is a physical and not a moral one, and leads 
i i miust interpret the being born of the Spirit physically, and not 
to this absurdity, that we » P ing borr PII RA VSlCe ye 

morally, likewise. Now, since the being born of the Spirit refers to a change which is effected 
in time, and not at the resurrection, because our Lord speaks of being “born of water” as well 
as the Spirit, by which he means baptism; and, as St. Paul says to the Romans, in the passage 
above quoted, ‘ye are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit ;” and, therefore, speaks of their pre- 
sent cxomdenee in this world, it may be asked, what physical change did, in reality, take place 
in them in consequence of being “ born of the Spirit?” On all hands it is allowed, that none 
took place; that they remained “frail and mortal” still; and it follows, therefore, that it is a 
moral and not a physical change which is spoken of, both by our Lord and by the Apostle ; 
and, if a moral change from sin to holiness, then is the natural state of man from his birth, and 

in consequence of his birth, sinful and corrupt. ; , 

The other passage is the argument in the third chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, in 
which the Apostle “ proves both Jews and Gentiles under sin, that every mouth may be 
stopped, and all the world may become guilty before God ;” and. then proposes the means of 
salvation by faith in Christ, on the express ground that “all have sinned and come short of 
the glory of God.” Whoever reads that argument, and considers the universality of the terms 
used, ALL, EVERY, ALL THE WORLD, BOTH JEWS AND GENTILES, must conclude, in all fairness 
of interpretation, that the whole human race, of every age, is intended. "But, if any will con- 
strue his words partially, then he is placed in the following dilemma :—The Apostle grounds 
the wisdom and mercy of that provision which is made for man’s salvation in the Gospel upon 
man’s sinfulness, danger, and helplessness. Now the Gospel as a remedy for disease, a = 
salvation from danger, is designed for all men, or but for a part ; if for all, then all are discghed 
and in danger ; if but for a part, then the undiseased part of the human race, those who are_ 
in no danger, have no interest in the Gospel, it is not adapted to their case; and not only is 
the argument of the Apostle lost, but those who advocate this notion must explain how it is, 
that our Lord himself commanded the Gospel ta he preached “ to every ereature,” if but a part 
of mankind needs its salvation. 

The doctrine, then, of Scripture is, I think, clearly established to be, that of the natural and 
- universal corruption of man’s nature; and we now consider, whether on this ground, or on 
the hypothesis of man’s natural innocence, or indifference to good or to evil, the facts above 
enumerated can be best explained. They are, 1. The, at least, general corruption of manners 
in all times and countries. 2. The strength of the tendency in man to evil. 3. The early 
appearance of the principles of various vices in children. 4, very man’s consciousness of & _ 
natural tendency in his mind to one or more evils. 5, That general resistance to virtue in 
the heart, which renders education, influence, watchfulness, and conflict necessary to counter-_ 
act the force of evil. These points have been already explained more at large; and they are 
facts which, it is presumed, cannot be denied, and such as have the confirmation of history 
and experience. « 

ec are easily and fully accounted for by the Scriptural doctrine is obvious. The 
fountain is bitter, and the tree is corrupt; the bitter stream and the bad fruit are, therefore, 
the natural consequences. But the advocates of the latter hypothesis have no means of 
.our re for these moral phenomena, except by referring them to bad example and a vicious 

ucation. 

Let us take the first. To account for general wickedness, they refer to general example. 

But, 1. This does not account for the introduction of moral wickedness. ‘The children of 
Adam were not born until after the repentance of our first parents and their restoration to the 
Divine favour. They appear to have been his devout worshippers, and to have had access 
to his “ presence,” the visible glory of the Schechinah. From what example, then, did Cain 
learn malice, hatred, and, finelly, murder? Example will not account, also, for the too com- 
mon fact of the children of highly virtuous parents becoming immoral ; for, since the examples 
nearest to them and constantly present with them are good examples, if the natural disposition 
were as good as this hypothesis assumes, the good example always present ought to be more 
influential than bad examples at a distance; and only occasionally seen or heard of. 

2. If men are naturally disposed to good, or only not indisposed to it, it is not accounted 
for, on this hypothesis, how bad example should have become general, that is, how men should 
sceerelly have Hee “ae : ; : 3 

the natural disposition be more in favour of good than evil. th i 
more good than evil in the world, which is entra dibted by fact Vit there had been Saye an 
indifference in our minds to good and evil, then, at least, the quantum of vice and virtue in 
Society ought to have been pretty equally divided, which is also contrary to fact ; and also it 
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ore to have followed from this, that at least all the children of virtuous persons would have 
n virtuous: that, for instance, the descendants of Seth would have followed in succession 
the steps of their righteous forefathers, though the children of Cain (passing by the difficulty 
. of his own lapse) should have become vicious. On neither supposition can the existence of a 
general evil example in the world be accounted for. It ought not to have existed, and if so, 
the general corruption of mankind cannot be explained by it. ; ¥ 
3. This very method of explaining the general viciousness of society does itself suppose the 
wer of bad example; and, mdeed, 1m this it agrees with universal opimion. All the moralists 
of public and domestic life, all professed teachers, all friends of youth, all parents have 
repeated their cautions against evil society to those whom they wished to oreserve from vice. 
The writings of moralists, Heathen and inspired, are full of these admonitions, and they are 
embodied in the proverbs and wise traditional sayings of all civilized nations. But the very | 
force of evil exam. le can only be accounted for, by supposing a proneness in youth to be cor- 
ab ae by it. hy should it be more influential than good example, a fact universally 
acknowledged, and so strongly felt that, for one person preserved by the sole influence of a_ 
example, every body expects that a great number would be corrupted by an evil one? 
ut if the hypothesis of man’s natural innocence were true, this ought not to he expected as 
a probable, much lessas a certain result. Bad example would meet with resistance froma good 
nature ; and it would be much more difficult to influence by bad examples than by good ones. 

4. Nor does example account for the other facts in the above enumeration. It does not 
account for that strong bias to evil in men, which, in all ages, has borne down the most power- 
ful restraints; for from this tendency that corrupt general example has sprung, which is 
alleged as the cause of it; and it must, therefore, have existed previously, because the general 
example, that is, the general corrupt practice of men is its effect. We cannot, in this way, 
account for the early manifestation of wrong principles, tempers, and affections in children ; 
sinee they appear at an age when example can have little influence, and even when the sur- 
rounding examples are good, as well as when they are evil. Why, too, should virtue always 
be found more or less a conflict? sa that self-government and /self-resistance are, in all cases, 
necessary for its preservation. The example of others will not account for this; for mere 
example can only influence when it is approved by the judgment; but here is a case in which 
evil is not approved, in which ‘whatsoever things are true, whatsoever things are pure,” 
are approved, desired, and cultivated; and yet the resistance of the heart to the judgment 
is so powerful, that a constant warfare and a strict command are necessary to perseverance. 

Let us, then, see whether a bad education, the other cause, usually alleged to account for 
these facts, will be more successful. 

1. This cause will no more account for the introduction of passions so hateful as those of 
Cain, issuing in a fratricide so odious, into the family of Adam, than wiliexample. As there 
was no example of these evils in the primeval family, so certainly there was no education 
which could incite and encourage them. We are, also, left still without a reason why, in 
well-ordered and religious families, where education and the example, too, is good, so many 

astances of their inefficacy should occur. If bad education corrupts a naturally well-disposed 
mind, then a good education ought still more powerfully to affect it, and give it a right tend- 
ency. It is allowed, that good example and good education are, in many instances, effectual ; 
but we can account for them, without giving up the doctrine of the natural corruption of the 
heart. It is, however, impossible for those to account for those failures of both example and 
instruction which often take place, since, on the hypothesis of man’s natural innocence and 
good disposition, they ought never to occur, or, at least, but in very rare cases, and when 
some singular counteracting external causes happen to come into operation. 

2. We may also ask, how it came to pass, unless there were a predisposing cause to it, 
that education, as well as example, should have been generally bad? Of education, indeed, 
men are usually more careful than of example. The lips are often right when the life ig 
wrong; and many practise evil who will not go so far as to teach it. If human nature, then, 
be born pure, or, at worst, equally disposed to good and evil, then the existence of a.generally 
corrupting system of education, in all countries and among all people, cannot be accounted 
for. We have an effect either contrary to the assigned cause, or one to which the cause is not 
adequate—it is the case of a pure fountain sending forth corrupt streams; or that of a stream 
which, if turbid, has a constant tendency to defecation, and yet becomes still more muddy as 
it flows along its course. 

3. It is not, however, the fact, that education is directly and universally so corrupting a 
cause as to account for the depravity of mankind. In many instances it has been defective ; 
it has often inculeated false views of interest and honour; it has fostered prejudices and even 
national, though not social, hatreds; but it has only in few cases been employed to teach those 
vices into which men have commonly fallen. In fact, education, in all countries, has been, in 
no small degree, opposed to vice; and, as the majority of the worst people among us would 
shudder to have their children instructed in the vices which they themselves practise, so, in 
the worst nations of antiquity, the characters of schoolmasters were required to be correct, 
and many principles and maxims of a virtuous kind were, doubtless, taught tochildren. When 
Horace says of youth, “Cereus in vitiam flecti, monitoribus are he acknowledges its 
natural tendency to receive vicious impressions, but shows, too, that It was not left. without 
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contrary admonition, Precisely in those vices which all educa ion, ong the moat defective, 
is designed to guard agair st, the world has displayed its depravity most 0 viously ; and thus, 
so far from education béing sufficient to account for the evils which have stained society in all. 
” ete Sie 5S % PAS, : 
4, To co! e to the other facts which must be accounted. for, education is Piscriabon ie 
same ground in the argument as example, The early evil dispositions in children cannot thus ~~ 
be explained, for they appear before education commences ; nor does any man r fer to educe 
tion es herenaity to constitutional sins; the resistance he often feels to good in his hea Be 
proneness to forget God, and to be indifferent, to spiritual and eternal objects ; all these he feels 
to be opposed to those very principles which his judgment approves, and with which it w 
furnished by education. Ai some igte aes Sn 
It is only, then, by the Scriptural account of the natural and hereditary corruption of the 
human race, commonly called original sin, (3) that these facts are fully accounted for; andas. 
the facts themselves cannot be denied, such an interpretation of the Scripture as we have given. x 


above is, therefore, abundantly confirmed. 
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a milder view of the case ; and, allowing these tendencies to various excesses, account for them 
by their being natural tendencies to what is pleasing, and so, for thie. reas, the deny them. . 
_ to be sinful, until they are complied with and approved by the will, This appears to be the 


-view of Limborch, and some of the later divines of the Arminian sehonl ante. 45 Hag aay er 
wever, ; 
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_As the fact of a natural inclination to evil cannot be successfully combated, some a9 taken 


points, very materially departed from the tenets of their master. (4) Nothing, howe 
gained by this notion, when strictly examined ; for, let it be granted that these propensities, _ 
are to things naturally pleasing, and that, in excess, they are out of their proper order 3 yets Ss 


it happens that, as soon as every person comes to years to know that they are wrong, as eng, 
contrary to the Divine law, he yet chooses them, and thus without dispute, makes them sins; _ 
this universal compliance of the will with what is known to be evil is.also to be accounted for, 
as well as the natural tendency to sinful gratifications. Now, as we have proved the univer- 
sality of sin, this universal tendency of the will to choose and sanction the natural propensity — 


to unlawful gratification is the proof of a natural state of mind, not only defective, nee i 
us evils in 


which is what we contend for. If it be said, that these natural propensities to various | 


children are not sinful before they have the consent of the will, all that can be maintained is, 
that they are not actual sins, which no one asserts; but as a universal choice of evil, when. 
accountableness takes place, proves a universal pravity of the will, previous to the actual. 
choice, then it inevitably follows, that, though infants do not commit actual sin, yet that theirs. 
is a sinful nature. ij eet 
Finally, the death and sufferings to which children are subject is a proof that all men, from 
their birth, are “constituted,” as the Apostle has it, and treated-as “sinners.” An innocent: _ 
creature may die; no one disputes that; but to die was not the original law of our species, 
and the Scriptures refer death solely to sin as its cause. Throughout the sacred writings, too, 
it is represented as a penalty, as an evil of the highest kind; and it is in vain to find out inge-- 
nlous reasons to prove it a blessing to mankind. They prove nothing against the directly 
opposite character which has been stamped upon death and the suffering of moral disease, by. — 
the testimony of Gop. On the hypothesis of man’s natural innocence, the death of the nno-. > 
cent Is not to be reconciled to any known attribute of God, to any manifested principle of his 
moral government; but on that of his natural corruptness and federal relation to Adam itis 
explained: it isa declaration of God’s hatred of sin; a proclamation of the purity and inflexi- 
Lihty of his law; while the connection of this state, with the provisions of the covenant ot 
grace, present “mercy and truth meeting together, righteousness and peace kissing each other,” 
As to that in which original sin consists, some divines and some public formularies have so 
expressed themselves, that it might be inferred that a positive evil, infection, and taint had. 
been judicially infused into man’s nature by God, which has been transmitted to all his pos- 
terity. Others, and those the greater number, both of the Calvinist and Arminian schools, « 
have. revalved it into privation. ‘This distinction is well stated in the Private Disputationsef 
rminius. eee S ae 
“But since the tenor of the covenant into which God entered with our first parents was this, 
that if they continued in the favour and grace of God, by the observance of that precept and. __ 
others, the gifts which had been conferred upon them should be transmitted to their posterity, 
by the like Divine grace which they had received ; but if they should render themselves un-— 
worthy of.those favours, through disobedience, that their posterity should likewise be deprived 
of them, and should be liable to the contrary evils: hence it followed, that allmen, who were. 
to be naturally propagated from them, have become obnoxious to death temporal and eternal, 
and have been destitute of that gift of the Holy Spirit, or of original righteousness. ‘This pun- 
ishment is usual called a privation of the image of God, and original sin, eS Se 
“But we allow this point to be made the subject of diseussion—beside the want or absence 
of original righteousness, may not some other contrary quality be constituted, as another part 
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(8) The term “original sin” appears to have been first introduced by St, Augustine, in his controversy 
with the Pelagians. Sai tec : x 


(4) See Limboreh’s Theologia Christiana, Liber iii, Caput 4. 
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oforiginal sin? ‘We think it is more probable, that this absence alone of original righteous- 
ness is original sin itself, since it alone is sufficient for the commission and production of every 
Th kee ee ae Sees Cae eee 
_. This is by some divines called, with great aptness, “a depravation arising from a depriva- 
tion,” and is certainly much more consonant with the Scriptures than the opinion of the ~ 
infusion of evil qualities a he nature of man by a positive cause, or direct tainting of the. 
heart. ‘This has been, indeed, probably an opinion, in the proper sense, with few, and has: ~ 
rather been collected from the strong and rhetorical expressions under which the moral ‘state 
of man is often exhibited, and, on this account, has been attacked as a part of the doctrine of 
orieigal inet = advocates of original innocence, and as making God directly the author of 
sin. No su cult} however, accompanies the accurate and guarded statement of that 
doctrine in the sense of Scripture. . The depravation, the perversion, the defect of our nature. 
is to be traced to our birth, so that in our flesh-is no good thing, and they that are in the flesh 
canr > God; bu , this state arises not from the infusion of evil into the nature of man 
but from that separation of man from Gop, that extinction of spiritual life which was » 
ted by sin, and the consequent and necessary corruption of man’s moral nature. For that 
positive evil and corruption may flow from a mere privation may he illustrated by that which 
‘ lies the figure of speech, “death,” under which the Scriptures represent the state of man- 
For, as in the death of the body, the mere privation of the principle of life produces 
xibility of the muscles, the extinction of heat, and sense. and motion, and surrenders the. 
to the operation of an agency which life, as long as it continued, resisted, namely, that — 
mical decomposition ; so, from the loss of spiritual life, followed estrangement from God, 
bility, the dominion of irregular passions, and the rule of appetite ; aversion, in coné, _ 


nce, to restraint ; and spety. to God. (2? h<.. 5 gS Ig: 

‘his connection of positive evil, as the effect, with privation of the life and image of God, 
as the cause, is, however, to be well understood and carefully maintained, or otherwise we 
should fall into a great error on the other side, as, indeed some have done, who did not per- 
ceive that the corruption of man’s nature necessarily followed upon the privation referred to. 
It is, therefore, a just remark of Calvin, that “those who have defined original sin as @ priva- 
tion of the original righteousness, though they comprise the whole of the subject, yet have not 
used language sufficiently expressive of its operation and influence. For our nature is not 
only destitute of all good, but is so fertile in all evils, that it cannot remain inactive.” (5) In- 
deed, this privation is not fully expressed by the phrase “the loss of original righteousness,” 
unless that be meant to include in it the only source of righteousness in even the first man, the: - 
life which is imparted and supplied by the Holy Spirit. A similar want of explicitness we 
observe also in Calvin’s own statement in his generally very able chapter on this subject, that 
Adam lost “the ornaments” hé received from his Ma fete us as well as for himself; unless 
we understand by these original “ornaments” and “endowments” of human nature in him, 
the principle also, as above stated, from which they all flowed; and which, being forfeited, 
could no longer be imparted in the way of nature. For when the Spirit was restored to Adam, 
being pardonet, it was by grace and favour; and he could not impart it by natural descent to 
his posterity, thengh born of him when in a state of acceptance with God, since these influ- 
ences are the gifts of God, which are imparted not by the first but by the second Adam; not 
by nature, but by a fie gift, to sinful and guilty man, the law being irreversible, “that which 
is born of the flesh is flesh.” - 

_ Arminius, in the above-quotation, has more forcibly and explicitly expressed that privation 
of which we speak, by the ferfeiture “of the gift of the Holy Spirit” by Adam, for himself and 
his descendants, and the loss'vf original righteousness as the consequence. 

“This I take to be at once.a smple and a Scriptural view of the case. President Edwards, 
who well argues against the notion of the infusion of evil, perplexes his subject by his theory 
of “natural and supernatural printiples,” which the notes of Dr. Williams, his editor, who has 
imtroduced the peculiarities of his system of passive power, have not relieved. So far, certainly, 
both are right; the latter, that the creature cannot uphold itself, either physically or morally, 
without God; the former, that our nattiral passions and appetites can only be controlled by 
the higher principles, which are “summarily comprehended in Divine love.” But the power 
which upholds the rational creature in spiritual life is the Holy Spirit ; and the source of these 
controlling supernatural powers, comprehended in “ Divine,” is also the Holy Spirit; from the 
loss of which all the depravation of man’s nature proceeded. 3 


This point may be briefly elucidated. The infliction of spiritual death, which we have — 


~ already shown to be included in the original sentence, consisted, of course, in the loss of 


spiritual life, which was that principle from which all right direction and control of the various 
powers and faculties of man flowed. But this spiritual life in the first man was not a natural 
effect, that is, an effect which would follow from his mere creation, independent of the vouch- 
safed influence of the Holy Spirit. This may be inferred from the “new creation,” which is 
the renewal of man after the image of Him who at first created him. This is the work of the 


Holy Spirit ; but even after this change, this being “born again,” man 1s not able to preserve 
himself in the renewed condition into which he is brought, but by the continuance of the same 
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quickening and aiding influence. No future growth in knowledge and experience ; no power 
af habit, long persevered render him independent of the Bi the Fol Spirit; he has 
rather, in proportion to this growth, a deeper consciousness of his need of the indwelling of 
God, and of what the Apostle calls his ‘mighty working.” The strongest aspirations of this 
new life is after communion and constant intercourse with God; and as that is the source of 
new strength, so this renewed strength expresses itself in a “cleaving unto the Lord,” with a 


~ still more vigorous “purpose of heart.” In a word, the sanctity of a Christian is dependent 


wholly upon the presence of the Sanctifier. We can only work out our own salvation as 
God worketh in us to will and to do.” ; 

This is the constant language of the New Testament; but if we are restored to what was 
lost by Adam, through the benefit brought to us by the second Adam ; if there be any corres- 
pondency between the moral state of the regenerate man and that of man before his fall, we 
do not speak of degree, but of substantial sameness of kind and quality; if love to God be in 
us what it was in him; if holiness, in its various branches, as it flows from love, be in us what 
it was in him; we have sufficient reason to infer, that as they are supported in us by the 
influence of the Divine Spirit, they were so supported in him. Certain it is, that before we are 
thus quickened by the Spirit, we are “dead in trespasses and sins ;” and if we are made alive 
by that Spirit, it is a strong presumption that the withdrawing of that Spirit from Adam, when 
he wilfully sinned, and from all his posterity, that is, from human nature itself, was the cause 
of the death and the depravation which followed. 

But this is not left to mere inference. For, as Mr. Howe justly observes, when speaking of 
“the retraction of God’s Spirit from Adam,” “This we do not say gratuitously; for do but 
consider that plain text, Gal. iii, 13, ‘Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, being 
made a curse for us; for cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree; that the blessing of 
Abraham might come upon us Gentiles, that we might receive the promise of the Spirit 
through faith’ If the remission of the curse carry with it the conferring of the grace of the 
Spirit, then the curse, while it did continue, could not but include and carry in it the privation 
of the Spirit. This was part of the curse upon apostate Adam, the loss of God’s Spirit. As 
soon as the law was broken, man was cursed, so as that thereby this Spirit should be withheld, 
should be kept off, otherwise than as upon the Redeemer’s account, and according to his methods 
it should be restored. Hereupon it could not but ensue that the holy image of God must be 
erased and vanished.” (6) 
| This accounts for the whole case of man’s corruption. The Spirit's influence in him did not 
aches the possibility of his sinning, though it afforded sufficient security te him, as long as 

e looked up to that source of strength. He did sin, and the Spirit retired; and, the tide of 
sin once turned in, the mound of resistance being removed, it overflowed his-;whole nature. In 
this state of alienation from God men are born, with all these tendencies to evil, because the. 
only controlling and sanctifying power, the presence of the Spirit, is wanting, and is now given 
to man, not as when first brought into being, as a creature; but is secured to him by the merey 
and grace of a new and different dispensation, under which the Spirit is administered in differ- 
ent degrees, times, and modes, according to the wisdom of God, never on the ground of our 
being creatures, but as redeemed from the curse of the law by him who became a curse for us. 

A question, as to the transmission of this corruption of nature from parents to children, has 
been debated among those who, nevertheless, admit the fact; some contending, that the soul 
is ex traduce ; others, that it is by immediate creation. It is certainthat, as to the metaphysical 
part of this question, we can come to no satisfactory cqnclusion, The Scriptures, however, 
Teena to be more in favour of the doctrine of traduction. ‘Adam begat a son in his own 
likeness.” “That which is born of the flesh is flesh,” which refes certainly to the soul as well 
as to the body. The fact also of certain dispositions and emixent faculties of the mind being 
often found in families appears to favour this notion; thougi it may be plausibly said, that, 
as the mind operates by bodily instruments, there may be a family constitution of the bod 
as there is of likeness, which may be more favourable to tle excitement and exertion of certain 
faculties than others. 

The usual argument against this traduction of the human spirit is, that the doctrine of its 
generation tends to materialism. But this arises from a mistaken view of that in which the 
procreation of a human being lies, which does not consist in the production out of nothing of 
either of the parts of which the compounded being, man, is constituted, but in the uniting them 
substantially with one another. The matter of the body is not, then, first made, but disposed, 
nor can it be supposed that the soul is by that act first produced. That belongs to a higher 
power; and then the only question is, whether all souls were created in Adam, and are 
transmitted by a law peculiar to themselves, which is always under the control of the will of 
that same watchful Providence, of whose constant agency in the production and ordering of 
the kinds, sexes, and circumstances of the animal creation, we have abundant proof; or 
whether they are immediately created. ‘The usual objection to the last notion is, that God 
cannot create an evil nature; but if our corruption is'the result of privation, not of positive 
infection, the notion of the immediate creation of the soul is cleared of a great difficulty, though 
it is not wholly disentangled. But the tenet of the soul’s descent appears to have most coun- 
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tenance from the language of Scripture, and it is no small confirmation of it, that when God 
designed to incarnate his own Son, he stepped out of the ordinary course, and formed a sinless 
human nature immediately by the power-of the Holy Ghost. “The philosophical difficulties 
which have presented themselves to this opinion appear chiefly to have arisen from supposing 
that consciousness is an essential attribute of spirit; and that the soul is naturally immortal ; 
the former of which cannot be proved, while the latter is contradicted by Scripture, which 
makes our immortality a gift dependent on the will of the giver. Other difficulties have 
arisen for want of considering the constant agency of God in regulating the production of all 
things, and of rational accountable creatures especially. =~ ; 

But whichever of these views is adopted, the soul and the body are united before birth, and 
man is born under that curse of the law which has deprived fallen human nature of the Spirit 
of God, who can only be restored by Christ. It is, therefore, well and forcibly said by Calvin,— 
“to enable us to understand this subject, (man’s birth in sin,) we have no need to enter on that 
tedious dispute, with which the fathers were not a little perplexed, whether the soul proceeds 
by derivation, We ought to be satisfied with this, that the Lord deposited with Adam the 
endowments he chose to confer upon human nature; and, therefore, that when he lost the 
favours he had received, he lost them not only for himself, but for us all. Who will be solicit- 
ous about a transmission of the soul, when he hears, that Adam received the ornaments that 
he lost no less for us than for himself? that they were given, not to one man only, but to the 
whole human nature? There is nothing absurd, therefore, if, in consequence of his being 
spoiled of his dignities, that nature be now destitute and poor.” (7) : 

From this view of the total alienation of the nature of man from Gop, it does not, however, 
follow that there should be nothing virtuous and praiseworthy among men, until, in the proper 
sense, they become the subjects of the regeneration insisted upon in the Gospel as necessary 
to qualify men for the kingdom of heaven, From the virtues which have existed among 
Heathens, and from men being called upon to repent and believe the Gospel, it has been 
argued that human nature is not so entirely corrupt and disabled as the above representation 
would suppose; and, indeed, on the Calvinistic theory, which denies that all men are inte- 
rested in the benefits procured by the death of Christ, it would be extremely difficult for any 
to meet this objection, and to maintain their own views of the corruption of man with con- 
sistency. On the contrary theory of God’s universal love nothing is more easy; because, in 
consequence of the atonement offered for all, the Holy Spirit is administered to all, and to his 
secret operations all that is really spiritual and good, in its. principle, is to be aseribed. 

Independent of this influence, indeed, it may be conceived that there may be much restraint 
of evil, and many acts of external goodness in the world, without at all impugning the 
doctrine of an entire estrangement of the heart from God, and a moral death in trespasses 
and sins. , : 

1, The understanding of man is, by its nature, adapted to perceive the evidence of demon- 
strated truth, and has no means of avoiding the conviction but io turning away the attention.— 
‘Wherever, then, revelations of the Divine law, or traditional remembrances of it are found, 
notions of right and wrong have been and must be found also. ; 

2. So much of what is right and wrong is connected with the interests of men, that they 
have been led es to approve what is right in all instances, in all instances where it 19 


obviously beneficial to society, and to disa upereve of wrong. They do this by public laws, by 


their writings, and by their censures of offenders. A moral standard of judging of vice and - 


virtue has, therefore, been found every where, though varying in degree; which men have 


Sepa g honestly applied to others in passing & pdemens on their characters, though they - 


ave not used the same fidelity to themselves. ore or less, therefore, the practice of what 
is condemned as vice or approved as virtue is shameful or creditable, and the interests and 
reputation of men require that they obtain what is called a character, and preserve it ; a cir- 
cumstance which often serves to restrain vicious practices, and to produce a negative virtue, 
or an affectation of real and active virtue. 

3. Though the seeds of sin lie hid in the heart of all, ye their full development and manifest- 
ation in action can only take place slowly and by the operation of exciting circumstances. 
Much of the evil in the world, also, lies in the irregularities of those natural appetites and the 
excesses of those passions which are not in themselves evil, and such corrupt habits cannot be 
formed until after opportunities of frequent indulgence have been given. ‘This will account 
for the comparative innocence of infancy, of youth, and of those around whom many guards 
have been thrown by providential arrangement. . " 

4, We may notice, also, that it is not possible, were all men equally constituted as to their 
moral nature, that allsins should show themselves in all men; and that although there is nothing 
in the proper sense, good in any, that society should present an unvarying mass of corruption, 
which some appear to think a necessary corollary from the doctrine of the universal corruption of 
human nature. Avarice, the strong desire of getting and of hoarding wealth, necessarily restrains 
from expensive vices. An obsequious and a tyrannical temper cannot coéxist in the same cir- 
cumstances, and yet, in other circumstances, the obsequious man is often found to be tyrannical, 
and the latter obsequious. Certain events excite a latent passion, such as ambition, and it 


(7) Institutes. 


364 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES, * fpart 


lle 
& 
=, Wee ni 4a , 
SECOND] : THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. 365 


Spirit.as well as the Bride, the Holy Ghost as well as the Church in her ordinances, inviting 
all to come and take of the water of life freely. All this is the fruit of our redemption and 
the new relation in which man is placed to God; as a sinner, it is true, still; but a sinner for 
eo ponennent has been made, and who is to be wooed and won to an acceptance of the 
heavenly mercy. Christ having been made a curse for us, the curse of the law no longer shuts 
out that Spirit from us; nor can justice exclaim against this going forth of the Spirit, as it has 
been beautifully expressed, “to make gentle trials upon the spirits of men;” to inject some 
beams of light, to inspire contrite emotions, which, if they comply with, may lead on to those 
more powerful and effectual. If, however, they rebel against them, and oppose their sensual 
imaginations and desires to the secret promptings of God’s Spirit, they ultimately provoke him 
to withdraw his aid, and they relapse into a state more guilty and dangerous. Again and 
again they are visited in various ways, in honour of the Redeemer’s atonement, and for the 
manifestation of the longsuffering of God. In some the issue is life ; in others, an aggravat-_ 
ed death; but in most cases this struggle, this “striving with man,” this debating with him, 
this standing betwixt him and death, cannot fail to correct and prevent much evil, to bring 
into existence some “ goodness,” though it may be as the morning cloud and the early dew, 
and to produce civil and social virtues, none of Which however, are to be placed to the account 
of nature, nor used to soften our views ofits entire alienation from God; but are to be acknow- 
ledged as magnifying that grace which regards the whole of the sinning race with compassion | 
and is ever employed in seeking and saving that which is lost. 


t 


CHAPTER XIX. 
REDEMPTICN.—PRINCIPLES oF Gop’s Morat GoverNMENT. 


‘We have established it as the doctrine of Holy Scripture, that all men are born with a 
corrupted nature, and that from this nature rebellion against the Divine authority universally 
flows, and that, in consequence, the whole world is, as St. Paul forcibly expresses it, “ guilty 
before Gop.” 

‘Before any issue proceeded from the first pair, they were restored to the Divine favour. Had 
no method of forgiveness and restoration been established with respect to human offenders, the. 
penalty of death must have been forthwith executed upon them, there being no doubt of the 
fact of their delinquency, and no reason, in that case, for delaying their punishment ; and with, 
and in, them the human race must have utterly perished. The covenant of pardon and salva- 
tion which was made with Adam, did not, however, terminate upon him ; but comprehended all 
his race. ‘This is a point made indubitable by those passages we have already quoted from 
the Apostle Paul, in which he contrasts the injury which the human race have received from 
the disobedience of Adam, with the benefit brought to them by the obedience of Jesus Christ. 
“For if, through the offence of one many be dead, much more the grace of Gon, and the gift 
by grace, which is by one man, Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto many.”—“ Therefore, as by 
the offence of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation ; even so by the righteousness 
of one the free gift came upon all men unto justification of life.” 

Since, then, the penalty of death was not immediately executed in all its extent upon the 
first sinning pair, and is not immediately executed upon their sinning descendants; since they 
were actually restored to the Divine favour, and the same blessing is offered to us, our inquiries 
must next be directed to the nature and reason of that change in the conduct of the Divine 
Being, in which he lays aside, in so great a measure, the sternness and inflexibility of his office 
as Judge, and becomes the dispenser of grace and favour to the guilty themselves. 

The existence of a Divine law, obligatory upon man, is not doubted by any who admit the 
existence and government of Gop. We have already seen its requirements, its extent, and its 
sanctions, and have proved that its penalty consists not merely of severe sufferings in this life; 
but in death, that is, the separation of the body and the soul,—the former being left under the 
power of corruption, the other being separated from God, and made liable to punishment in 
another state of being. 

Itis np pane to keep in view the fact of the extent and severity of the punishment denounced 
against all transgressions of the law of Gop, because this is illustrative of the character of God; 
both with reference to his essential holiness and to his proceedings as Governor of the world. 
The miseries connected with sin, as consequences affecting the transgressor himself and society, 
and the afflictions, personal and national, which are the results of Divine visitation, must all be 
regarded as punitive. Corrective effects may be secondarily connected with them, but primarily, 
they must all be punitive. It would be Sthgecat to all our notions of the Divine character, to 
suppose perfectly innocent beings subject to such miseries; and they are only, therefore, to be: 
accounted for on the ground of their being the results of a supreme judicial administration, 
which bears a strict, and often a very terrible character. If, to the sufferings and death which 
result from offences in the present life, we add the future punishment of the wicked, we shall 
be the more impressed with the depth and breadth of that impress of justice which marks the 
character and the government of God. Say that this punishment is that of loss, loss of the 
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friendship and presence of God, and all the advantages which must result from that immediate 
intercourse with him which is promised to righteous persons; and that this loss, which, con- 
fessedly, must be unspeakably great, is eternal; even then it must follow that the turpitude of 
moral delinquency is regarded by our Divine Legislator and Judge as exceedingly mighty and. 
aggravated. But when to the parisien of loss in a future life, we add that of pain, which _ 
all the representations of this subject in Scripture certainly establish, whether they are held to 
be expressed in literal or in figurative phrase; to which pain also the all impressive circum- 
stance of eternity is to be added; then is our sense of the guilt and deserving of human offence - 
against God, according to the principles of the Divine law, raised, if not to a full conception of 
the evil of sin, (for as we cannot measure the punishment we cannot measure the quality of. 
the offence, ) yet to a standard of judging, which may well warrant the Scriptural exclamation, 
“Tt is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God.” : 

These premises are unquestionable, if any respect is paid to the authority of Scripture, and, - 
indeed, God’s severity against moral offence is manifested, as to this present life, by facts of 
universal observation and uninterrupted history, quite independent of Scripture. But it is to» 
the testimony of God himself, in his own word, that we must resort for the most important 
illustrations of the Divine character, and especially-of ito Hoxiness and Justice. 

With respect to the former, they show us that Hoxinsss in God is more than a mere absence 
of moral evil; more than approval and even delight in moral goodness; more than simpleaversion 
and displeasure at what 1s contrary to it. ‘They prove, that the holiness of God is so intense, 
that whatever is opposed to it is the object of an active displacence, of hatred, of opposition 
and resistance, and that this sentiment is inflexible and eternal. Agreeably to this, Gop is, in 

‘Scripture, said to be “‘of purer eyes than to behold iniquity”—and we are taught that “ the 
thoughts of the wicked are an abomination” to him. 

“With respect to the Justice of God, it is necessary that we should enter into a larger view, 
since a right conception of that attribute of the Divine nature lies at the foundation of the 
Christian doctrine of atonement. 

Justice is usually considered as universal or particular. Universal justice, or righteousness, 
includes holiness, and, indeed, comprehends all the moral attributes of God, all the Divine 
virtues of every kind. Particular pane is either.commutative, which respects equals; or dis- 
tributive, which is the dispensing of rewards and punishments, and is exercised only by govern- 
ors. It is the justice of God in this last view, but still in ‘connection. with universal justice, 
with which we are now concerned; that rectoral sovereign justice by which he maintains his . 
own rights, and the rights of others, and gives to every one his due according to that legal 
constitution which he has himself established. And as this legal constitution under which 
he has placed his creatures, is the result of universal justice or righteousness, the holiness, 
goodness, truth, and wisdom of God united; so his distributive justice, or his respect to the» 
laws which he has himself established, is, in every respect and degree, faultless and perfect. 
In this legal constitution, no rights are mistaken or misstated; and nothing is enjoined or pro- 
hibited, nothing promised or threatened but what is exactly conformable to the universal 
righteousness or absolute moral perfection of God. This is the constant doctrine of Scripture ; 
this the uniform praise bestowed upon the Divine law, that it is in every respect, conformable 
to abstract truth, purity, holiness, and justice, and is itself truth, purity, heliness, and justice. 
“The statutes of the Lord are rnieHrT, rejoicing the heart; the commandment of the Lord is. 
PURE, enlightening the eyes; the fear of the Lord is cLean, enduring for ever; the judgments 
of the Lord are rrur and ricHTEous altogether,” Psalm xix, 8,9. “The law is holy, and the 
commandment HOLY, susr, and goon,” Rom. vii, 12.* : : 

Of the strictness and severity of the punitive justice of God, the sentence of death, which 
we have already seen to be pronounced upon “sin,” and, therefore, upon all transgressions of 
God’s law, for “sin is the transgression of the law,” is sufficient evidence; and the actual 
infliction of death, as to the body, is the standing proof to the world, that the threatening is 
not a dead letter, and that in the Divine administration continual and strict regard is had to the 
claims and dispensations of distributive justice. On the other hand, as this distributive justice 
emanates from the entire holiness and moral rectitude of the Divine nature, it is established, 
by this circumstance, that the severity does not go beyond the equity of the case; and that, ° 
to the full extent of that punishment which may be inflicted in another life, and which is, there- 
fore, eternal, there is nothing which is contrary to the full and complete moral perfection of 
God, to his goodness, holiness, truth, and justice united; but that it is fully agreeable to them 
all, and is, indeed, the result of the perfect existence of such attributes in the Divine nature.. 

The Scriptures therefore, are frequently exceedingly emphatic im ascribing a perfect right- 
eousness to the judicial and penal visitations of sinful individuals and nations; and that not 
merely with reference to such visitations being conformable to the penalties threatened in the 
Divine law itself, in which case the righteousness would consist in their not exceeding the 
penalty threatened; but, more abstractedly considered, in their very nature, and with refer- 
ence to even the highest standard of righteousness..and holiness. ‘Shall not the Judge of the 
whole earth do nicuT?” “It isa RIGHTEOUS THING with God to RECOMPENSE tribulation to 
them that trouble you,” 2 Thess. i, 6. ‘The day of wrath and revelation of the RIGHTEOUS 
supemENT of Gop,” Rom, ii, 5, “Even so, Lord God Almighty, rrve and RIGHTEOUS are thy 
judgements,” Rev. xvi, 7, 9-2 = > Sig eee 
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» The legal constitution, then, which we are under secures life to the obedient, but dooms 
offenders to die. It is the office of distributive justice to execute this penalty, as well as to. 
stow the reward of obedience; and the appointment of the penalty and the execution of it, 

are both the results of the essential rectitude of God. : 
«This is most obvious.as the doctrine of Scripture; but have we any means of discorning the - 

_ connection between the essential justice or universal righteousness of God, and such a constitu- 
\ tiow of law and government as, in the first instance, ordains so severe a penalty against sin as 
death, maintains it unchangeably through all the generations of time, and carries it into eter- 
nity? This is an important.question, not without its difficulties, and yet it may not altogether 
elude our inquiries. Whether we succeed or not in discovering this connection, the fact re- 
mains the same, firmly grounded on the most explicit testimony of Gop in his own word, It, 
is, however, an inquiry worthy our attention. ue 4 

The creation of stags cape le of choice, and endowed with affections, seems necessarily to 

have involved the poss! ity of volitions and acts contrary to the will of the Creator, and con- 

» sequently, it involved a liability to misery. ‘To prevent this, both justice and benevolence 
were concerned. Justice, seeing that the Creator has an absolute right to the entire obedience 
of the creatures he has made, and all opposition to that will is the violation of a right, and the 
practice of a wrong which justice is bound to prevent. Benevolence, because this opposition 
te the will of God, which will is the natural law of a creature, must be the source of misery 
to the offender, and that independent of direct punishment. ‘This is manifest. Some end was 
proposed in creation, or it could not have been a work of wisdom; the felicity of the creature 
must also have been proposed as an end, either principal or subordinate, or creation could not 
have been a display of goodness; a capacity and power of holiness must also have been im- 
parted to moral agents, or, in a moral nature, every act would have been morally corrupt, and 
therefore, the creature must have been constantly displeasing to the holy God, and not “ very 
good,” as all his works, including man, were pronounced to be at the beginning. ‘The end 
proposed in the forming of intelligent creatures could only be answered by their continual 
compliance with the will of God. This implied both the power and the exercise of holiness, 
and with that the felicity of the creature was necessarily connected. It was adapted to a cer- 
tain end, and in attaining that its happiness was secured. To be disobedient was to set itself 
in opposition to God, to exist and act for ends contrary to the wisdom and holiness of God, 
and was, therefore, to frustrate his benevolent intentions also as to its happiness, and to be- 
come miserable from its very hostility to God, and the disorder arising from the misapplication 
of the powers with which it had been endowed. To prevent all these evils, and to secure the 
purposes for which creative power was exerted, were the ends, therefore, of that administra~ 
tion which arose out of the existence of moral agents. This rule takes date from their earliest 
being. Wo sooner did they exist, than a Divine government was established over them; and 
to the ends just mentioned all its acts must have been directed. 

The first act was the publication of the will or law of God, for where there is no declared 
law there is no rational government. The second act was to give motives to obedience, for 
to creatures liable to evil, though created good, these were necessary ; but as they were made 
free, and designed to yield a willing service, more than motives, that is rational inducements, 
operating through the judgment and affections, could not be applied to induce obedience :— 
external force or necessary impulse could have no place in the government of such creatures. 
The promise of the continuance of a happy and still improving life comprehended one class of 
motives to obedience; the real justice of yielding obedience another. But was no motive arising 
from fear also to be applied? . There was much to be feared from the very nature of things ; 
from the misery which, in the way of natural and necessary consequence alone, must follow 
from opposition to the will of God, and the wilful corrupting of a nature created upright. Now, 
since this-was what the creature was liable to, the administration of the Divine government 
would have been obviously defective, had this been concealed by Him, who had himself estab- 
lished that natural order, by which disobedience to the will of God, in a moral being, should 
be followed by certain misery, and he would apparently have been chargeable with not having 
used every means, consistent with free agency, to prevent so fatal a result, So far we con- 
ceive that this is indubitable. 

_But now let us Suppose that nothing less than a positive penalty, of the most tremendous 
kind, could be a sufficient motive to deter these free and rational beings from transgression ; 
that, even that threatened penalty itself, though the greatest possible evil, would not, in all 
cases, be sufficient; but that, in none a less powerful motive would prove sufficiently cau 
tionary ; then, in such circumstances, the moral perfection of the Divine nature, his universal 
rectitude and benevolence, would undoubtedly require the ordination of that penalty, however 
tremendous. ‘The case might be a choice between the universal disobedience of all, and their 
being left to the miseries which follow from sin by natural consequence ; and the preserva- 
tion of some, perhaps the majority, though the guilty remainder should not only be pun- 
ished by the misery which is the natural result of vice; but, in addition, should be subject to 
that positive penalty of death, which, as to the soul, runs on with immortality, and is, there- 
fore, eternal, i 
_ On such an alternative as this, which may surely be conceived possible, and which contra~ 

dicts no attribute of God, does the essential justice or rectitude of the Divine nature demand 
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_ that such a penalty should be adopted? The affirmative of this question will be supported, 


I think, by the followirig considerations : ipeeial sai casa ~ ne 
1 The holiness of God, which, as we have seen, is so intense as to abhor and detest every 
kind and degree of moral evil, would, from its very nature, its active and irreconcilable oppo- 
sition to evil, determine to the adoption of the most effectual means of. ‘preventing its introduc- 
tion among the rational begs which should be ereated, and, when introduced, of checking 
and limiting its progress. So that, in proportion to that aversion, must be his propension to 
adopt the most effectual means to deter his creatures from it; and if nothing less than such a 
pea could be effectual, even in the majority of cases, then it resulted necessarily, from the 
oliness of Gop, that the Pemeity of death, in all its Scriptural extent, should be attached to 


- transgfession. 
2. 


he consideration of the essential justice or rectitude of God, that principle which leads 
to an unchangeable respect to what is right and equitably fit, leads to the same conclusion. 
God has his own rights as maker, and, therefore, 8 Nia and Lord of all creatures, and it 
is fit they should be maintained and vindicated. ‘To surrender them, or unsteadily and uncer- 
tainly to assert them, would be an encouragement to evil, and his very regard to mere abstract 
right and moral fitness must, theréfore, be considered as determining God to a steady and un- 
changeable assertion of his rights, sincé their surrender could present no end worthy of his 
character, or consistent with his holiness. But wherever more created beings exist than one, 
the rights of others also come into consideration; both the indirect right of a dependent crea- 
ture, under government, to be protected, as far as may be, from the contagion of bad example, 


and the more direct right of protection from those injuries which many sins do, in their own 
nature, imply. For no man can be ambitious, unjust, &c, without inflicting injury upon others. 
The essential rectitude of God was concerned, therefore, to'regard these rights in the creatures 
dependent upon him, and to adopt such a legal constitution and mode of government, under 
which to place them, as should respect the maintenance of his own rights of sovereignty, and 
the righteous claims which his creatures, that is the general society of created beings, had upon 
him. “All this, it may be said, only proves that the essential rectitude of God required that 
such a government should be adopted as should inflict some marked penalty on offences. It 
proves this, but it proves more, namely; that the Divine rectitude required that the most effectual 
means should be adopted to uphold these rights, both as they existed primarily in God, and 
secondarily in his creatures. This must follow: for if there was any obligation to uphold 
thent at all, it was an obligation to uphold them in the most effectual manner, ‘since, if in- 
effectual means only had been adopted, when more effectual means were at hand, a wilful 
abandonment of those rights would have been implied. If, therefore, there were no means 
equally effectual for these purposes as the issuing of a law, accompanied by a sanetion of deaths 
as its penalty, the essential rectitude of Gop required its adoption. a 

3. The same may be said of the Divine goodness and wisdom, for, as the former is tenderly 
disposed to preserve all sentient creatures from misery, so the latter would, of necessity, adopt 
the most effectual means of counteracting moral evil, which is the only source of misery in the 
creation of Gop, : 

The whole question, then, depends on this, whether the penalty of death, as the punishment 
of sin, be the most effectual means of accomplishing this end; the answer to which is, to all 
who believe the Bible, that as this has actually been adopted as the universal penalty of trans- 
gressing the Divine law, (see chapter xviti,) and as this is confessedly the highest possible 
penalty, nothing less than this could be effectual to¢he purpose of government, and to the 
manifestation of the Divine holiness and rectitude. If it could, then a superfluous and excess- 
ive means has been adopted, for which no reason can be given, and which impeaches the 
wisdom of God, the office of which attribute it is to adapt means to ends by an exact adjust- 
ment; if not, then it was required by all the moral attributes of the Divine nature to which 
we have referred. 

The next question will be whether, since, as the result of the moral perfection of God, a 
legal constitution has been established among rational creatures which accords life to obedience, 
and denounces death against transgression, the justice of God obliges to the exécution of the : 
penalty; or whether we have any reason to conclude, that the rights of Ged are in many, or 
in all cases, relaxed, and punishment remitted. All the opponents of the doctrine of atonement 
strenuously insist upon this; and argue, first, that God has an unquestionable power of giving 
up his own rights, and pardoning sin on prerogative, without any compensation whatever ; 
second, that when repentance succeeds to offence, there is a moral fitness in forgiveness, since 
the person ‘offending presents an altered and reformed character; and finally, that ‘the very 
affections of goodness and mercy, so eminent in the Divine character, require us to conclude 
that héis always ready, upon repentance, to forgive the delinquencies of all his creatures, or, 
at most, to make their punishments light and temporary. : 

In the first of these arguments, it-is contended that God may give up hisownrights. This 
must mean either his right to obedience from his creatures, or his right to punish disobedience, 
when that occurs. With respect to God’s right to be obeyed, nothing can be more obvious 
than that the perfect rectitude of his nature forbids him to give up or to relax that richt at all. 
No king can morally give up his right to be obeyed in the full degree which may be enjoined 
by the laws of his kmgdom. No parent can give up his right to obedience, in .things lawful, 
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from his children, and be. blameless. _ In both cases, if this be done voluntarily, it argues. an 
indifference to that principle of rectitude on which such duties depend, and, therefore, a moral 
imperfection. Now this cannot be attributed to God, and, therefore, he never can yield up his 
right to be obeyed, which is both agreeable to abstract rectitude, and is, moreover, for the bene- 
fit of the creature himself, as the contrary would be necessarily injurious to him. “But may he 
not give.up his right to punish, when disobedience has actually taken place? Only, itis manifest, 
where he would not appear by this to give up his claim to obedience, which would bea winking 
at offence ; and where he has not absolutely: bound himself to punish. But neither of these 
can occur here. _ It is only by punitive-acts that the Supreme Governor makes it manifest that 
he stands upon his right to be obeyed, and that he will not ro If no punishment ensue, 
then it must follow, that that right is given up. From the san principle that past offences 
are regarded with impunity, it would also follow, that all future.ones might be overlooked in 
like manner, and thus:government would be abrogated, and the obligation of subjection to God 
be, in effect, cancelled. If, again, impunity were confined to a few offenders, then would there 
be partiality in God ; if it were extended to all, then would he renounce his sovereignty, and 
show himself indifferent to that love of rectitude which is the characteristic of a holy being, 
and te that moral order, which is the character of a righteous governor. But, in addition to 
this, we have already seen that, by a formal law, punishment is actually threatened, and that 
in the extreme, and im all cases of transgression whatever. Now, from this, it follows, that 
nothing less than the attachment of such a penalty to transgression was determined by the 
wisdom of God to be sufficient to uphold the authority of his laws among his creatures; that 
even this security, in all instances, would. not deter them from sin; and, therefore, that a less 
awful sanction would have been wholly inadequate to the case. If so, then not to exact the 
penalty is to repeal the law, to reduce its sanction to an empty threat, unworthy the veracity 
of God, and to render it altogether inert, inasmuch as it would be soon discovered whether sin 
were followed by punishment or not. This is a principle so fully recognised in human govern- 
ments, that their laws have generally defined the measure of punishment, and the fact being 
proved, the’ punishment follows as a thing of course in the regular order of administration. It 
is true, that a power of pardon is generally lodged with the prince; but the reason of this is 
the imperfection which must necessarily cleave to all human Institutions, so that there may be 
circumstances in the offence which, the law could not provide against; or there may be an 
expediency or reason of state which supposes some compromise of strict principle, some weak. | 
ness on the part of the sovereign power, some desire to disarm resentment, or to obtain popu- 
larity, or to gratify some powerful interest. But these are the exceptions, not the rule; for, 
in general, the supreme power proceeds calmly and firmly in the exercise of punitive justice, 
in order to maintain the authority of the laws, and to deter others from offending. Now none 
of those imperfections, or sinister interests, which interfere to produce these exceptions, cant 
have any place in the Divine government ; and, even if it could be proved, that, in some special 
cases, exceptions might occur in the administration of God, yet this would not meet the case 
of those who would establish the hope of pardon in behalf of offending men, upon the preroga- 
tive of Ged to relax his own rights and to remit punishment, since what is required is to prove 
that there is a general rule of pardon, not a few special cases of exemption from the denounced 
enalty. It may, therefore, be confidently concluded, that there is no relaxation of right in the 

Divine administration, and no forgiveness of sin by the exeréise of mere prerogative. 

The notion which has been added to this, that repentance, on the part of the offender, places 
him in a new relation, and renders him a fit object of pardon, will be found equally fallacious. 

This argument assumes that, in a case of impenitence, the moral fitness which is supposed 
to present itself, in the case of penitents, to claim the exercise of forgiveness, does not exist, 
and, therefore, that it would be morally unjit, that is wrong, to exercise it. This is, indeed, 
expressly conceded by Socinus, who says, that not to give pardon, in case of impenitence, is 
due to the rectitude and equity of Gop. (1) It follows, then, that the principle before stated, 
that the prerogative of God enables him to forgive sin, must be given up by all who hold that 
it is only when repentance takes place, that a moral fitness is created for the exercise of this 
act of grace. Upon their own showing, sii is not, and cannot, consistently with rectitude, be 
forgiven by a voluntary surrender of ight, or from mere ‘compassion ; but, in order to make 
this an act of moral fitness, that is,a right and proper proceeding, some consideration must be 
presented, independent of the misery to which the offender has exposed himself, and which 
misery is the object of pity; something which shall make it right, as well as merciful in God 
to forgive. ‘Those who urge that repentance is this consideration, do thus, unwittingly, give, 
up their own principle, and tacitly adopt that of the satisfactionists, differing only as to what 
does actually constitute it right in God to forgive. But the sufficiency of mere repentance to. 
constitute a moral fitness in forgiveness, all who consider the death of Christ as a necessary 
atonement for sin, do, of course, deny; and there are, indeed, many, considerations suggested 
to us by turning to our true guide, the Scriptures, wholly unfavourable to this opinion. 

In the first place, we find no intimation in them that the penalty of the law is not to be exe- 
cuted in case of repentance :—certainly there was none giyen in the promulgation of the law 


(1) “ Non resipiscentibus veniam non concedere, id demum nature divine, et decretis ejus, et propterea 
rectitudini, et equitati debitum est ac consentaneum.”—Socin. de Servat. : 
47 
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to Adam; there is nong in the Decalogue; none in any of those passages in the Old and New 
‘Testament which speak of the legal pag Soi of sin, as ‘ that the- wages of sin is death ; 
“the soul that sinneth it shall die,” &c, Repentance 1s enjoined, both in the Old and New 
Testaments, it is true, but then it is in connection with a system of atonement and satisfac- 
tion, independent of repentance ; with sacrifices under the Mosaic institution, and with the 
deat and yedemption of Christ under the new covenant. In both, something more is, referred 
to, as the means of human recovery, besides repentance, and of which, indeed, repentance itself 
is represented as an effect and fruit. Wherever the Divine Being and his creatures are regarded 
simply in their legal relation, one as governor, the other as subjects, there is certainly no such 
qualification of the threatenings of his Violated law, as to warrant any.one to ex pect remission 
of punishment upon repentance. : ) cai 
2. It is not true, that repentance changes, as they urge, the legal relation of the guilty te 
God whom they have offended. They are offenders still, though penitent. The sentence of 
the law is directed against transgression, and repentance does not annihilate, but, on the con- 
trary, acknowledges the fact of that transgression. | The charge hes against the offender ; he 
may be an obdurate or a penitent criminal; but, in either case, he is equally criminal of all 
for which he stands truly charged, and how then can his relation to the lawgiver be changed 
by repentance? In the nature of the thing, nothing but pardon can change that relation ; for 
nothing but pardon can cancel crime, and it is clear that repentance is not pardon. 

3, So far from repentance producing this change of relation, and placing men-in the same 
situation as though they had never offended, we have proofs to the contrary, both from the 
Scriptures and from the established course of providence. For the first, though men are now 
under a dispensation of grace, yet, after long continued obstinacy and refusal of grace, the 
Scriptures represent repentance as incapable of tuning away the coming vengeance. “Be- 
cause I have called and ye refused; I have stretched out my hand, and no man regarded ;— 
When your fear cometh as desolation, and your destruction as a-whirlwind, when distress and 
anguish cometh upon you; thén Shall they call upon me but I will not answer, they shall seek 
me early; but they shall not find me.” Here, to call upon Gop, and to seek hini early, that 
is, earnestly and carefully, are acts of repentance and reformation too, and yet they have no 
effect in changing the relation of the guilty to God, their judge, and they are proceeded against 
for their past offences, which, according to the theory of the Socinians, they ought not to be. 
The course of providence in this life, is, also, in opposition to the notion of the efficacy of mere 
repentance to arrest punishment. For, as Bishop Butler has so well shown, (2) the sufferings 
which follow sin in this present life by natural consequence, and the established constitution 
of things, are as much the effect of Gov’s appointment as the direct penalties attached by him 
to the violation of his laws; and though they may differ in degree, that does not affect the 
question. Whether the punishment be of long or of short duration, inflicted in the present 
state or in the next, if the justice or benevolence of God requires that punishment should not 
be inflicted, when repentance has taken place, it cannot be inflicted consistently with those 
attributes in any degree whatever. But repentance does not prevent these penal consequences 
—repentance does not restore health injured by intemperance, property wasted by profusion, 
or character dishonoured by an evil practice. ‘The moral administration under which we are, 
therefore, shows that indemnity is not necessarily the effect of repentance in the present life, 
and we have, consequently, no reason to conclude that it will be so in another. ~ 

4, The true“nature of repentance, as it is stated in the Scriptures, seems entirely to have’ 
been overlooked or disregarded by those who conteffd that repentance is a reason for the non- 
execution of the penalty of the law. It is either a sorrow for sin, merely because of the painful 
consequences to which it has exposed the offender, unless forgiven, or it arises from a percep- 
tion also of the evil of sin, anda dislike to it as. such, with real remorse and sorrow, that the 
authority of God has been slighted, and his goodness abused, Now if, by repentance, is meant 
repentance in the former sense, then to give pardon on such a condition would be tantamount 
to the entire and absolute repeal of all law, and the annihilation of all government, since every 
criminal, when convicted, and finding himself in immediate danger of punishment, would as 
necessarily repent as he would necessarily be sorry to.be liable to pain; and this sorrow being, 
in that case, repentance, it would in all cases, according-to this doctrine, render it morally fit 
and right that forgiveness should be exercised, and, consequently, wrong that it should be 
yefused. In no case, therefore, could the penalty of the law be,in any degree, enforced. 

But if repentance be taken in the second sense, and this is certainly the light in which true 

“repentance is exhibited in the Scriptures, then it is forgotten that such.is the corrupt state of 
man, that he is incapable of penitence of this kind. This follows from that view of human 
depravity which we have already established from the Scriptures, and which we need not 
repeat. In conformity with this view of the entire corruptness of man’s nature, therefore, re- 
pentance is said to be the gift of Christ, who, in consequence of being exalted to be a Prince 
and a Saviour, “gives reperitance,” as well as “remission of sins,” a gift quite superfluous, if 
to repent truly were in the power of man, and independent of Christ. To suppose man to be 
capable of a repentance, which is the result of genuine principle, is to assume human nature 
to be what it is not. The whole rests on this question: for, if man be totally corrupt, the only 


(2) Analogy of Natural and Revealed Religion. 


i" es 4, wi 
SECOND.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. ‘ 37} 


principles from which that repentance ‘and correction of manners, which are supposed in the 
argument, can flow, do not exist in his nature; and if we allow no more than that the pro- 
pensity to evil in him is stronger than the propensity to good, it would be absurd’ to suppose 
that in opposing propensities, the weaker should ever resist the more. powerful.) =.) 27 

‘But take it that repentance, in the best interpretation, is~possible to fallen unassisted man, 
and that it is actually exercised and followed even by a better conduct, still in no. good sense 
can ii be shown, that this would make it morally right and it in the Supreme Being to for- 
give offences against his government. Socinus, we have seen in the above quotation, allows 
that it would not be right, not consistent with God’s moral attributes to forgive the impeni- 
tent; and all, indeed, who urge repentance as the sole condition of pardon, adopt the same 
principle ; but how, then, does it appear that, to grant pardon upon repentance is right, that 
18% Hi in itself, or a manifestation of a just and righteous government? , tg ea 

right be taken in.the sense of moral fitness, its lowest sense, the moral correspondence of 

one thing with another, it cannot be morally fit in a perfectly holy being to be so indifferent 
to offences, as not to express, toward the offenders, any practical displeasure of any kind; 
yet this the argument supposes, since the slightest infliction of punishment, should repentance 
take place, would be contrary to the principle assumed. If justice be taken in the sense of 
giving to every one what is due, the Divine Beirvs cannot be just in this sense, should he treat 
an offender, though afterward penitent, precisely as he treats those who have persevered in 
obedience, without defect of any kind; and yet, if repentance be pleaded as a moral reason 
for'entirely overlooking offence, then will all be treated alike, whether obedient or the contrary. 
But, finally, if the justice of God be considered with reference to government, the impossibility 
of exonerating a penitent offender, and the upholding of a righteous administration, is most 
apparent. That’ we are under government is certain; that we are under a settled law is 
equally so, and that law explains to us the nature of the government by which we are con- 
trolled. In all the statements made respecting this government in Scripture, the government 
of earthly sovereigns and magistrates is the shadow under which it is represented, and the one 
is the perfect model after which the other has been imperfectly framed. * Nothing that is said 
of God being a father, is ever adduced to lower his claims as Lord, or to diminish the reverence 
and fear of his creatures toward him under that character. The penalty of transgression is 
Deatu. This is too plainly written in the Scriptures to be, for a moment, denied, and if it 
were righteous to attach that penalty to offence, it is most certainly righteous to execute ‘it ; 
and, therefore, administrative justice cannot be maintained if it be not executed. As to the 
impenitent, this, indeed, is conceded; but penitence makes no difference; for, if the end of | 
attaching this penalty to offence was to maintain the authority of the law, then not to execute 
it upon the repentant would still be to annul that authority. “This repentance is either in the 

ower of the transgressor, or it is not. Ifthe former, he will always be disposed to exercise 
it, when the danger approaches, rather than die; and so he may sin as often as he pleases, 
and yet have it always in his own power to turn aside the punishment, which amounts to a 
substantive repeal of the law and the abrogation of all goyernment. If, on the other hand, 
the production of a penitent disposition isnot in his own power, and can only come from 
above, as a matter of grace, it is a strange, anomaly to suppose a government so’established as 
to oblige the governor to concur in producing repentance in those who despise his authority, 
so that they may avoid punishment. This would be grace, and not law, niost emphatically ; 
for, if the governor were bound by any principle of any kind-to produce this sentiment of re- 
pentance in order to constitute a’moral fitness in the exercise of pardon, he would, for any 
thing we'can see, be bound by it, to use the same means to render al} penitent, that all might 
escape punishment, and to do this, too, as often as’ they fell into sin, that panishment might, 
in no ease, follow, except when the means employed by him for that purpose were obstinately 
resisted ; and thus.repentance would be brought in as the substitute of obedience. But since 
the end of law is to command obedience, and it is invested with authority for the purpose of 
effecting that, it ceases to answer the purpose for which it was established, when it accepts 
repentance'in the place of obedience. This is not its end, as an instrument of moral govern- 
ment; nor is it a means to its proper end, which is obedience; for repentance can give no 
security for future obedience, since a penitent transgressor, whose nature is infected with a 
corrupt moral principle and habit, is much more liable to sin again than when innocent as in 
his first estate ; and, as this scheme makes no provision at all for the moral cure of man’s failen 
nature by the renewing influences of the Holy Spirit, so it abolishes all law as an instrument 
of moral order, and substitutes pardon as an END of government instead of obedience. 

With this view of the insufficiency of repentance to obtain pardon the Scriptures agree ; for 
not, now, to advert to the doctrine of the Old Testament, which will be subsequently con- 
sidered, we heed only refer to the Gospel, which is professedly a declaration of the mercy of 
God to sine men, and which also professedly lays down the means by which the pardon of 
their offences is to be attained. Without entering at all into other subjects connected with 
this, it is enough here to show that, in the Gospel, pardon is not connected with mere repent- 
ance, as it must have been had the doctrine, against which we have contended, been true. John 
the Baptist was, emphatically, a preacher of repentance, and, had nothing but mere repent- 
ance been required in order to salvation, he would have been the most successful of preachers. 
So numerous were the multitudes which submitted to the power of his ministry, that the largest 
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terms are used by the Evangelist Matthew to express the effect produced by it,—“'T en went 


out all Judea, and all Jerusalem, and all the region round about Jordan, and were baptized of — 


him in Jordan, confessing their sins.” Of the truth of their repentance, no doubt is expressed. 
On the contrary, when John excepts only “many of the Sadducees and Pharisees”. who came 
“to his baptism” as hypocrites, we are bound to conclude, that he, whoappears to-have had 
the supernatural gift of discovering the spirits of men, allowed the repentance of the rest gene- 
rally to be genuine. It would follow, then, from the principle laid down by the adversaries of 
the doctrine of the atonement of Christ, namely, that repentance alone renders it morally fit in 


God to forgive sin, and that, therefore, he cari require nothing else but true repentance inorder 
to pardon, that the disciples of the Baptist needed not to look for any thing beyond what their 
master was the instrument of imparting by his ministry. But this is contradicted by the fact. 
He taught them to look for a higher baptism, that of the Holy Ghost ; and to.a.more effectual 
teacher, the Christ, whose voice or herald he was; all he did and said bore upon it a prepara- 
tory character, and to this character he was most careful to give the utmost distinctness, that 
his’ hearers might not be mistaken: To two'of his disciples, standing with him when “he 
looked upon Jesus as he walked,” he said, ‘“‘ Behold the Lamb of God which taketh away ‘ the 
sin of the world;” and thus he confessed that it was not himself, nor, his doctrine, no he 
repentance which it produced, which took away sin; but that it was taken away by Christ 
alone, and that in. his sacrificial character, as “the Lamb‘of God.” Nay what, indeed, is still 
more explicit, he himself: declares, that everlasting life was not attained, by the repentance 
which he preached, but by believing on Christ; for he concludes his discourse concerning 
Jesus (John iii, 25, 36) with these meniorable words, “He that believeth on the Son hath 
everlasting life; and he-that believeth not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath. of God 
abideth on him.” The testimony of John, was, therefore, that more than, repentance, even 
faith in. Christ, was necessary to‘salvation. Such also was the doctrine of our Lord himself, 
though he, too, was a preacher of repentance ; and that of the Apostles, who, proclaiming that 
“all men every where” should repent, not less explicitly preached that all men every where 
should believe; and that they were. “justified by faith,” and thus had “peace with God 
through our Lord Jesus:\Christ.” + 


CHAPTER XX. 
ReEDEMPTION.—DeEaAtH oF CuristT PROPITIATORY. 


Turse points, then, being so fully established; that sin is neither forgiven by the mere 
prerogative of God, nor upon the account of mere repentance in man, we proceed to inquire 
into the Scripture account of\the real consideration on which the execution of the penalty of 
-transgression is delayed, andthe offer of forgiveness is made to offenders. : 

To the statements of the New Testament we'shall first direct our attention, and then point 
out that harmony of doctrine on this subject which pervades the whole Scriptures, and makes 
both the Old and ‘New Testament give their agreeing testimony to that one method of love, 
wisdom, and justice, by which a merciful God justifies the ungodly. 

1. The first thing which strikes every attentive, and, indeed, every cursory reader of the 
New Testament, must be, that the pardon of our sf, and our entire salvation, is ascribed to 
the death of Christ. ‘We do not, now, inquire in what sense his death availed to these great 
results; but we, at present, only state that, in some sense, our salvation is-expressly and 
emphatically connected with that event. ‘I lay down my life for the sheep.” “He gave 
himself for us.” He died,“ the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God.” - “Christ 
was once offered to bear the sins of many.” ‘While we were yet simers Christ died for us.” 
“In whom we have redemption through, his blood, the forgiveness of our sins.” “He gave his 
life a ransom for many.” ‘We who were afar off are made nigh by the blood of Christ.” 
“Unto him that loved us and washed us from our sins in his own blood;” with immumerable 
other passages, in which, with equal emphasis, the salvation of man is connected with the 
death. of Christ. 

This is so undeniable, that it is, to a certain extent, recognised in the two great schemes 
opposed to that which has been received generally by the churcli of Christ, which in all ages 
has proclaimed that the death of Christ was an explatory sacrifice for the sins of men, and 
necessary to make the exercise of pardon consistent with the essential righteousness of God, and 
with his righteous government. The Socinian scheme admits. that the death of Christ was 
important to confirm his doctrine, and to lead to his resurrection, the crowning miracle by 


which its truth was demonstrated; and that we have redemption through his blood, the — 


forgiveness of sins; because “we are led, by the due consideration of Christ’s death, and its - 
consequences, to that repentance, which, under the merciful constitution of the Divine govern- 
ment, always obtains forgiveness.” The second scheme, which is that of the modern Arians, 
goes farther. It represents the coming of Christ, whom they consider to be the most exalted 
of the creatures of God, into the world, and his labours and sufferings in behalf of men, as acts 
of the most disinterested and tender benevolence, in reward and honour of which he is allowed 


oe 
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% with | d, who delights to honowr the generous conduct of his Son toward the human race. 
is voluntary sufferings and death for the sins of mankind, according to them, gave to his 
intercession with God great effic ae tgs his mediation, sinners are reconciled to God, 


pardon upon his disciples, upon their sincere repentance, and to plead his interest 


and raised to eternal life. yer me 5 
_ Far as even the latter of these theories falls etal, of Scripture on this subject, yet 
both are, in this respect, important, that they concede that the death of Christ, as the means 
of human salvation, is made so prominent in the New Testament, that it: cannot be left out of 
our consideration when the doctrine of man’s salvation is treated of; and also, that this is a 
doctrine: of the Holy Scriptures which must, in some way or other, be accounted for and 
explained. The Socinian accounts for it by making the death of Christ the means by which 
repentance is produced in the heart of man, so as to constitute it morally fit that he should be 
forgiven. ‘The modern Arian accounts for it by connecting with this notion, that kind of 
merit in the death of Christ which arises from a generous and benevolent self devotion; and 
which, when pleaded by him in the way of mediation, God is pleased to honour by accepting 
nce, when it is ese in the heart, and accompanied with purposes of amendment, 
of perfect obedience. « ig aly 
ut the views given us of the death of Christ, by the writers of the New Testament, go 
eh farther than,these, because they represent the death of Christ as necessary to the salva- 
tion of men, a principle which both the hypotheses just mentioned wholly excludes The reason 
of forgiveness is placed by one in repentance merely, by the other, also, in the exercise of the 
right which God had to pardon, but which he chose to exercise in honour of the philanthropy 
of Jesus Christ. Both make the death of Christ, though in a different way and ina very sub- 
ordinate sense, the means of obtaining pardon,-because itis means of bringing men into a 
state in which they are fit objects for the exercise of an act of grace; but the Scripture doctrine 
is, that the death of Christ is not the meritorious means, but the meritorious cause of the exercise 
of forgiveness ; and repentance but one of the instrumental means of actually obtaining it; and, 
in consistency with this view, they speak of the death of Christ, not as one of many means, 
by which the same end mizht have been accomplished ; but as, in the strictest sense, necessary 
to man’s salvation. | : ye tata z ae 
This has, indeed, been considered, even by. some divines professing orthodoxy, to be a bold 
position, but, as we shall see, with little consistency on their part. It follows, of course, from 
the Socinian and Arian hypotheses, that if our Lord, were a maw, or an angelic creature; and 
if he were rather the mere messenger of a mercy which might be exercised-on prerogative, 
than the procuring cause of it; any other creature beside himself might have ame the 
message of this mercy; might have exhibited a generous devotion in our behalf; and been an 
effectual instrument to bring men to that repentance which would prepare them to receive it. 
But when it is admitted, that Christ was the Divine Son of God; that he was “God manifest 
in the flesh ;” that the forgiveness of sin required a satisfaction to Divine justice of so noble 
and infinitely exalted a kind as that which was offered by the sufferings-and death of the 
incarnate Deity, even from such premisés alone it would seem necessarily to follow that, but 
for the interposition of Christ, sin could not have been forgiven, consistently with a end 
righteous government, and, therefore, not forgiven at all, unless a’sacrifice of equal merit, which 
supposes a being of equal glory and dignity as its subject, could have been found. If no such 
being existed out. of the Godhead, then human hope rested solely on the voluntary incarnation 
of the Son of Gop; and the overwhelming fact and mystery of his becoming flesh, in order to 
suffer for us, itself shows, that the case to be remedied was one of a character absolutely 
extreme, and, therefore, not otherwise remediable, Jf inferior means had been sufficient, then 
‘more was done by the Father, when he delivered up his Son for us, than was’ necessary, a 
conclusion ofan impious character ; and if the greatest possible gift was bestowed, then nothing 
less could have been effectual, and this was necessary to human salvation. Lvery believer in 
the divinity of Christ is bound to this conclusion. are (apis: ee 
This matter is, however, put beyond all reasonable question by the testimony of Scripture. 
“Thus it is written, and thus it behooved Christ to suffer and to rise from the dead.” Here a 
necessity for the death of Christ is plainly expressed. If it be said, that the necessity was the 
fulfilment of what “had been written” in the Prophets concerning the sufferings of Messiah, it 
is to be remembered, that what was predicted on this subject by the Prophets arose out of a 
previous appointment of God, in whose eternal counsel Christ had “been designated as the 
redeemer of man ;. and-that the sole end and-reason of the death of Christ could not, therefore, 
be the mere fulfilment of the prophecies respecting him. The verse which follows abundantly 
roves this—“ And that repentance and remission. of sins should be preached in his name, 
Fake xxiv, 47. His death was not only necessary for the accomplishment of prophecy ; but 
for the publication of “repentance and remission of sins in his name,” both of wie 
depended upon it. It was God's purpose to offer forgiveness to man, before the Prophets issue 
their predictions ; it was his purpose to do this in “his name,” on account of and in consideration . 
of his dying for them: this was predicted ; but the necessity of the death of Christ rested on this 
previous appointment to which the prophecies corresponded. In Matthew xvi, 21, the same sen- 
timent is expressed, without any reference tothe fulfilment of prophecy. ‘From that time forth 
began Jesus to show unto his disciples, how that he must go unto Jerusalem, and suffer many 
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- things of the elders aind-chief priests and scribes, and be killed, and be raised again the third 
-day.”. The answer, tbo, of our Lord to: Peter, who, upon this declaration, said, “Be it far - 
from thee, Lord: this shall not be unto thee,” is remarkable. “But he turned, and said unto 
Peter, Get. thee behind me, Satan; thou art an offence to me; for thou savourest not the 
things that be of God, but those that be of men.” These words plainly. imply, that for Christ 
to suffer and. die, and in this manner, and not according to the carnal and human views of 
Peter, to accomplish the purpose of his coming:into the world, was “of God ;” it was his pur- 
pose, his appointment. ‘This is not language to be used as to a martyr dying to-prove his 
sincerity ; for death, in such cases, is rather permitted than purposed and appointed, and.it- would 
be to adopt language never applied to such cases in the Holy Scriptures, to say that the suffer- 
ings and death of martyrs are “(of Gop.” The necessity of Christ’s death, then, rested on 
Divine appointment, and that on the necessity of the cases and if he “‘must” die, in order that 
we might live, then we live only-im consequence of hisdeath, 5. ie ngs Bh Be : 

The same view is conveyed by a'strongly figurative expression in John xii, 23, 24: “ And 
Jesus answered them, saying, The hour'is come, that the Son of Man should be glorified. 
Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth 
alone; but if it die, it bringeth forth much fruit.” From which it inevitably follows, that the 
death of Christ was as necessary to human salvation as the vegetable. death of the seed of corn 
to the production of the harvest ; necessary, therefore, in this sense, that one could not take 
place without the other. But for this he would have remained “alone,” and have brought no 
“sons to. glory.” Mee yy ‘ ‘ : 

- Ina word, all those passages of Scripture which speak:of our salvation from death and misery 
by the sufferings of Christ, and call upon our gratitude‘on this account, are founded upon the 
same doctrine. These are too numerous to be cited, and are sufficiently familiar. “We have 
redemption through his blood;” “we are saved from wrath through him,” &c. Such forms of 
speech are continually occurring, and the highest ascriptions of praise are given to the Father 
and to the Son on this account. But, most clearly, they all suppose that “wrath” and “death,” 
but for this interposition of the passion of Christ on our account, would have been the doom 
of sinning men. They contain not the most distant intimation, that had not he come into the 
world “to seek and to save them that were lost,” they would have been saved by any other 
Means; that had not he, the good ‘Shepherd, laid down his life for the sheep, they would have 

‘been brought by-some other process into the heavenly fold. "The very emphasis of the expres- 
Sion “lost,” implies a desperate case; for as lost they could not have been described, if pardon 
had been offered them on mere repentance; and-if the death of Christ had been one only of 
many means, through some of which that disposition of God to forgive offenders must have 
operated, which is the doctrine of all who set-up the goodness of the Divine government against 
its justice. In that case, mankind could not have been ina hopeless state, independent of 
Christ’s redemption, the view which is uniformly taken of their case in Scripture, where the 
death of Christ is exhibited, not as one expedient of many, but as the only hope of the guilty. 
_ 3. The Scriptures, in speaking of the death of Christ, inform us that he died “ror us,” that 
is, in our room and stead. With this representation neither of the hypotheses to which we 
have adverted, as attempting to account for the importance attached to the death of our Lord 
in the New- Testament, agrees, and, therefore, both of them fall far below the whole truth, of 
the case. The Socinian scheme makes the death of Christ only an incidental benefit, as.seal- 
ing the truth of his doctrine, and setting an example of eminent passive virtue. In this sense, 
mdeed, they acknowledge that he died “for” men, because in this indirect manner they derive 
the benefit of instruction from his:death, and because some of the motives to virtue are placed 
in @ stronger light. The modern Arian scheme, sometimes called the intercession hypothesis, 
acknowledges, ‘that he acquired, by his disinterested and generous sufferings, the highest 
degree ‘of virtue, and a powerful interest with God, by which his intercession, on behalf of 
penitent offenders, is honoured by an exercise of higher mercy than would otherwise have taken 
place; but it by no means follows, from this, that repentance might not otherwise have taken 
place, and mercy have been otherwise exercised. According to this view; then, Christ died 
for the benefit, indeed, of men, somewhat more directly than on the Socinian scheme ;- but he 
did not die for them in the sense of thé Scriptures, that is, in their room and stead; his death 
was not vicarious, and it is not, on that account, directly, that the guilty are absolved from 
condemnation. a tepdeniiegty ; : : 

To ‘prove that our Lord-died for men, in the sense of dying in'their stead, the testimony of 
the sacred writers must, however, be adduced, and it is equally abundant and explicit. --St. 
Peter says he died, “the just for the unjust,” that “he suffered fer us.” St. Paul that “he 
died for all,” that ‘he tasted death for every man,” that he died “ for the ungodly,” that “he 
gave himself'a ransom for all,” and our Lord himself declares that he-gave himselfia ransom 
jor many,” T'o show; however, that this phrase means no more than a final cause, and that 
the only notion intended to be conveyed is that Christ died for our benefit, it is argued, by the 
objectors, that the Greek. prepositions used in the above quotations, vmép, and ayrt, do not 
always signify substitution; but are sometimes to be rendered. “on account of,” as when 
Christ is said to. have “ suffered for our sins,” which cannot be rendered instead of our sins: 
All this may, indeed, be granted; but, then it is as certain, that these prepositions do often 
signify substitution ; and that the Greeks, by these forms of expression, were. wont to express 
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a. vicarious death, is abundantly proved by the examples given by Raphelius, on Romans vy, 8. 
Nor are instances, wanting of texts in which these: particles can only. be interpreted when 
taken in the sense of “instead of,” and in “the place of.” So in the speech of Caiaphas, “it 
is expedient that one man should die, ump, for the people, and that tlre whole nation perish 
not;” he plainly declares, that either Christ or the nation must. perish; and that, by putting 
the former to death, he would die instead of the nation, In Romans v, 6-8, the sense in which 
Chiict “died for us,” is indubitably fixed by the context. ‘“ For scarcely for a righteous man 
will one die, yet peradventure fora good man some would even dare to die;-but God com- 
mendeth his love toward us, in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us ;” on which 
passage Doddridge has observed, * one can hardly imagine any one would or a good man, 
unless it were to redeem his life by giving up his own.” In this sense also, avr is used by the 
LXX, 2.Sam. xviii, 33, where David says concerning Absalom, “ would to God I had died for 
thee,” (avre cov.) - Here he could méan nothing else but to wish that he had died in Absalom’s 
stead.. In the sense of “in the room-or stead of,” ayri is also used in many places of the New 
Testament; .as, “ Archelaus did reign in Judea. (avr) in the room of his father Herod :” “if 
he ask a fish, will he (a»rt) for a fish, in place or instead of a fish, give him a serpent.””. When, 
therefore, the same preposition is used, Mark x, 45, “The Son of Man came to give his life, 
a ransom for (av7s) many,” there can surely be no reason drawn from the meaning of the par- 
ticle itself to prevent its being so understood. That it may be so taken is certain, for this is 
a sense of the preposition constantly occurring ; and if that sense 3s rejected and ‘another 
chosen, the reason must be brought from the contrariety of the doctrine which it conveys to 
some other ; whereas, not one passage is even pretended to be produced, which denies that 
Christ did thus die in the stead of the ungodly, and give his life a ransom in the place or stead 
of the lives of many. The particles ume and avr: have other senses; this is not denied; but, 
as Bishop Stillingrleet has observed, “a substitution could not be more properly expressed 
than it is in Scripture by them.” 

The force ofthis has, at all times, been felt by the Socinians, and has rendered it necessary 
for them to resort to subterfuges. Socinus acknowledges, and after him Crellius, that “when 
redemption is spoken of, avr: implies commutation,” but they attempt to escape, by considering 
both the redemption and the commutation metaphorical. Dr. Priestley, too, admits the proba- 
bility of the interpretation of Christ’s dying for us; being to die instead of us, and then con- 
tends that he did this consequentially and not directly so, “‘as a substitute for us; for if, in 
consequence of Christ’s not having been sent to instruct and reform the world, mankind had 
continued unreformed, and if the necessary consequence of Christ’s coming was his death, by 
whatever means, and in whatever manner it was brought about ; it is plain that there was, in 
fact, no other alternative but his death or ours.” (3) ‘Thus, under the force of the doctrine of 
the New Testament, that Christ died in our stead, he admits the absolute necessity of the death 
of Christ,-in order to human salvation, ‘contrary to all the principles he elsewhere lays down, 
and in refutation of his own objection’ and those of his followers to the orthodox view of the 
death of our Saviour as being the only means by which mercy could be dispensed to mankind. 
But that Christ died for us directly as a substitute, which is stall the point denied, is to be fully 
proved from: those Scriptures, in which he is said to have borne the punishment due to our 
offences ; and this being established, it puts an entire end to all quibbling on the import of the 
Greek prepositions. ; : ieee 

To prove this, the passages-of holy writ are exceedingly numerous; but it will be more 
satisfactory to select a few, and point out their force, than to give a long list of citations. 

Grotius (4) thus clearly proves that the Scriptures represent our sins as the impulsive cause 
of the death of Christ: Bes : 4 ce 

“ Another cause which moved God was our sins, which deserve punishment. Christ was 
delivered for our offences. Rom. iv, 28. Here the Apostle uses the preposition é:a with the 
accusative case, which with all Greek authors, sacred and profane, is the most usual manner 
of expressing an impulsive cause. For instance, é:a ravra, ‘because of these things. cometh 
‘the wrath of God upon the children of disobedience,’ Eph. v, 6. Andeed, whenever the 
expression, because of sins, is coupled with the mention of sufferings, it never admits of any 
other interpretation, ‘I will chastise you_seven-times because of your sins,’ Lev. xxvi, 28. 
‘Because of these abominations the Lord God cast them out from his sight,’ Deut. xviii, 12, 
So it is used in many other places of the-sacred writings, and no where in a different sense. 
The expression, for ‘sins, is also evidently of the same force, whenever it is connected with 
sufferings, as in the example following : ‘Christ died for our sins,’ 1 Cor. xv, 3. ‘Christ hath 
once sufiered for sins, 1 Peter ili, 18> ‘Christ gave himself for our sins,’ Gal. i, 4. ‘ Christ 
offered one sacrifice for sins” Heb. x,.12. In all which places we have either vzep or rept with 
the genitive case. But Socinus maintains, that in all these places a final and not an impul- 
sive cause is intended. He even goes so far as to assert, that the Latin pro and the Greek 
vmep never denote an impulsive, but always a final cause. Many examples prove the latter 
assertion to be untrue. For both uzep.and zep: are used to signify no less an impulsiye than a 
final cause. ‘The Gentiles are said to praise God umep edexs for his mercy. Rom. xv, 9. Paul 
says thanks are given vmep qpoy forus. Eph. i, 16. And omep ravrov for all ; Eph. v, 20. ‘We 


(3) History of Corruptions, &c, (4) De Satisfactione. 
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ray You,’ vmep xpiorov, for Christ. 2 Cor. v, 20. ‘Greatis my glorying for you,’ ure vp. 
b ear vii, me a and. xii, 5. ‘Distresses (uaep Xptors) for Christ? 2 Cor. maw, é i ehank 
God (ump ear) for you.’ 1 Cor. i, 4.. ‘God shall reprove all the ungodly — Tavrov epyov 
ass6ecas) for all their works. of ungodliness,’ Jude 15. In the same manner, the Latins say, 
to give or render thanks-(pro beneficiis) for benefits, as often in Cicero. He also says ‘ to take 
vengeance (pro injuriis) for injuries ;? ‘to suffer punishment (pro magnitudine sceleris) for the 
greatness of a crime ;’ to fear torments (pro maleficiis) for evil deeds. Plautus, ‘to chastise 
(pro commerita noxia) for faults which deserve it,” And Terence, ‘to take vengeance (pro 
dictis et factis) for words and-deeds.’ Certainly, in all these places, pro does not signify.a 
final, but an impulsive cause. So, when Christ is said to‘have suffered and died for sins, the 
subject will not allow us, as Socinus wishes, to. understand a final cause. Hence, also, as the 
Hebrew particle 7p denotes an antecedent or impulsive cause, (see Psalm xxxviii, 9, and man 
other places,) the words of Isaiah lili, cannot be better translated, or more agreebly with other 
scriptures, than He was wounded on account of our transgressions ; he was bruised on account 
of our iniquities. And what can Romans vi, 10, ™ apapria axeBavev, denote, but that he died 
on aceount of sin?” hae oclaatan 2 és i 

Crellius, who attempted an answer to Grotius, at length acknowledges sin to have been an 
impulsive cause of the death of Christ; but neutralizes the admission by sophistry, on which 
Bishop Stillingfleet has well observed, that we understand not an impulsive cause in so remote 
a sense, as though our sins were an. occasion of Christ’s d ing, so that his death was one 
argument among many others, to believe his doctrine, the belief of which would cause men to 
leave their sins; but we contend, for a nearer and more proper sense, that the death of Christ 
was primarily intended for the expiation of sins, with respect to God, and not to us, and that 
our sins, as an impulsive cause, are to be considered as so displeasmg to God, that it was. 
necessary, for the vindication of honour and the deterring the world from sin, that no less a 
sacrifice of atonement should be offered than the blood of the Son of Gop. The sufferings of 
Christ, when considered with respect to our sins, are to bé considered as a punishment ; when 
with respect to God, as being designed to expiate them as a sacrifice of atonement. 

It is thus that Christ is said to bear our sins. . “Who his ownself bare our sins in his own 
body on the tree,” 1 Peter ii, 24, where the Apostle evidently quotes from Isaiah liii- “He 
shall bear their iniquities.” He bore the sin-of many.” ‘The same expression is-used by St. 
Paul, (Heb. ix, 28,) ““So Christ was once offered ‘to bear the sins of many.” Now to bear sin 
is, in the language of Scripture, to bear the punishment of sin,(5) and the use of the compound 
verb avagepw, by both Apostles, is worthy of notice. St. Peter “might have said simply yveyxe, 
he bore; but wishing at the same time to signify his being lifted up on the cross, he said 
avnveyxé, he bore up, meaning, he bore by going up to the cross.” (6) St. Paul, too, uses the 
same verb with reference to the Levitical sacrifices, which were carried to an elevated altar = 
and to the sacrifice of Christ. , Socinus and his followers cannot deny that to bear sin, in 
Scripture generally, signifies to bear the punishment of sin; but, availing themselves of the 
very force of the compound verb avagepw, just. pointed out, they interpret the passage in St. 
Peter to signify the bearing up, that is, the bearing or carrying away of our sins, which 
according to them, may be effected in many other ways than by a vicarious sacrifice. To this, 
Grotius replies, “The particle ava will not admit of such a sense, nor is the word ever so used 
by any Greek writer. In the New Testament it never occurs in such a meaning.” It is also 
decisive as to the sense in which St. Peter uses the phrase to bear sin, that he quotes from 
Isaiah liii, 11, “For he shall bear their iniquities,” where the Hebrew word, by the confession 
of all, is never used for taking away, but for bearing a burden, and is employed to express the 
punishment of sin, as in Lamentations v, 7, “Our fathers have sinned, and are not, and we have 
borne their iniquities.” Gi 

Similar to this expression of bearing sins, and equally impracticable to the criticism of the 
Socinians, is the declaration of Isaiah in the same chapter, “He was wounded for our trans- 
gressions, he was bruised for our iniquities;” and then to show in what sense he was wounded 
and bruised for our transgressions, he adds, “the chastisement of our peace was upon him, and 
with his stripes we are healed.” Now, chastisement is the punishment of a fault; but the ° 
suffering person, of whom the Prophet speaks, is declared by him to be wholly free from 
transgression ; to be perfectly and emphatically innocent. This prophecy is applied to Christ, 
by the Apostles, whose constant doctrineis the entire immaculateness of their Master and 
Lord. If chastisement, therefore, was laid upon Christ, it could not be on account of faults of 
his own; his sufferings were the chastisement of our faults, the price of our peace, and his 
“stripes,” another punitive expression, were borne by him for our “ healing.” The only course 
which Socinus and his followers have taken, to endeavour to escape the force of this passage 
is to render the word not chastisement, but affliction ; in answer to which, Grotius and wabas: 
quent critics have. abundantly proved that it is used not to signify affliction of any kind; but 
that which has the nature of punishinent. These ‘passages, therefore, prove a substitution a 
suffering in our stead. The chastisement of offences was laid u on him, in order to our peace ; 
and the offences were ours, since they could not be his “who did no sin, neither: was guile 
found in his mouth.” 


a 


(5) Levit. xxii9; Ezekiel xviii, 20. (6) Grotius, 
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’* The same view is presented to us under another, and even still more forcible phrase, in the 
6th and 7th verses of the same chapter. “All we like sheep have gone astray, we have turned 
every one to his own way, and the Lord hath laid on him [literally hath made to meet on him] 
the iniquity of us all; he was oppressed and he was afflicted.” Bishop Lowth translates this 
passage, ‘and the Lord hath: made to light upon him the iniquity of us all; it was exacted, and 

‘was made answerable.” In a similar manner, several former critics, (7) “he put or fixed 
together upon him the iniquity of us all; it was exacted, and. he was afflicted.” This sense is 
fully established by Grotius against Socinus, and by, Bishop Stillingfleet against Crellius, and. 
thus the passage is obviously incapable of explanation, except by allowing the sufferings and 
death of our Lord to be vicarious. Our iniquities, that is, according to the Hebrew. mode of 
speaking, their punishment, are made to meet upon him; they are fixed together and laid upon 
him ; the penalty is exacted from him, though he himself had incurred no penalty personally, 
and, therefore,-it was in.consequence of that vicarious exaction that he was “afflicted,” was 
“made dupiersbloy and, voluntarily submitting, “‘he opened not his mouth.” 

In 2.Cor. v, 21, the Apostle uses almost the same language. ‘For he hath made him to be 
sin fa sin offering] for us, who knew-no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of Gop 
ia him.” “The Socinian Improved Version has a note on this passage so obscure that the point 
is evidently given up in despair. Socinus before had attempted an elusive interpretation, which 
requires Scarcely an effort to refute. By Christ’s being: made “sin,” he would understand 
being esteemed a sinner by men. But, as Grotius observes, (8) nahn is the Greek word, 
translated sin, nor the Hebrew word, answering to it, ever taken in'such a sense. Besides, the 
Apostle has attributed this act to Gon; it was he who made-him to be sin; but he certainly 
did not cause the Jews and others to esteem Christ a wicked man.; On the contrary, by a 
voice from heaven, and by miracles, he did-all that was proper to prove to all men his 
innocence. Farther, St. Paul places “sin” and “righteousness” in opposition to each other— 
“we are made the righteousness of Gop,” that is, are justified and freed from Divine punish- 
ment; but, in order-to this, Christ was ‘‘made'sin,” or bore our punishment. ‘There is also 
another antithesis in the Apostle’s words—God made him who knew no sin, and consequently 
deserved. no. punishment, to be sin; that is, it pleased him that he should be punished; but 
Christ was innocent, not only according to human laws, but according to the law of Gop; the 
antithesis, therefore, requires’us to understand, that he bore the penalty of the law, and that 
he bore it in our stead. 24 : y #7 7“: 

How-explicitly the death of Christ is represented in the New Testament as penal, which it 
could not be in any other way than by his taking our place, and suffermg in our stead, is 
manifest also from Galatians iii, 13, ‘Christ hath redeemed'us from the curse of the law, being 
made a curse [an execration] for us, for it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth ona 
tree.” The passage in Moses, to: whith St. Paul refers, is Deut. xxi, 22, 23: “Ifa man 
have committed a sin worthy of death,,and be put to death, and they hang him on a tree ; 
his body shall not remain all night upon the tree, but thou shalt in any wise bury him that 
day; for he that is hanged ts accursed of God, that thy land be not defiled.” This infamy was 
only inflicted upon great offenders, and was designed to show the light in which the person, 
thus exposed, was viewed by Gop,—he was a curse or execration. On this, the remarks of 
Grotius are most forcible and conclusive.—“ Socinus says, that:to be an execration means to 
be under the punishment of execration, which is true. For xarapa every where denotes punish- 
ment proceeding from the sanction of law: 2 Peter ii, 14; Mark xxv, 41. Socinus also 
admits, that the cross of Christ was this curse ; his cross, therefore, had the nature of punish- 
ment, which is what we maintain. Perhaps Socinus allows that the cross of Christ was a 
punishment, because Pilate, as a judge, inflicted it; but this does not come up to the intention 
of the Apostle ; for, in order to prove that Christ was made obnoxious tv punishment, he cites 
Moses, who expressly asserts, that whoever hangs on a tree, according to the Divine law, is 
‘aecursed of God,’—consequently, in the words of the Apostle, who cites this place of Moses, 
and refers it to Christ, we must supply the same circumstance, ‘accursed of God,’ as.if he had 
said Christ was made accursed of God, or obnoxious to the highest and most ignominious 
punishment ‘for us, that the blessing of Abraham might come upon the.Gentiles” &c. For 
when the Apostles speak. of the sufferings of Christ in reference to our good, they do not 
regard the acts of men in them, but the act of Gon.” (9) 

4. We are carried still farther into the real nature arid design of the death of Christ, by those 
passages of Holy Scripture which connect with it propitiation, atonement, reconciliation, and the 
making peace between God and man; and the more attentively these are considered, the more 
unfounded will the Socinian notion appear, which represents the death of Christ as, indirectly 
only, a benefit to us, and as saving us from our sins and their punishment only as it is a motive 
to repentance and virtue. . 

To propitiate is to appease, to atone, to turn away the wrath of an offended person. | In the 
case before us the wrath turned away is the wrath of Gop ; the person making the propitiation 
is Christ; the propitiating offering or sacrifice is his blood. All this is expressed, in most 
explicit terms, in the following passages: 1 John ii, 2, “ And he is the propitiation for our sins.” 
1 don iv, 10, “Herein is love, not that we loved Gon; but that he loved us, and sent his Son 


(7) Vide Poli Synop.- (8) De Satisfattione. (9) Ibid, 
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to be the propitiation for our sins.” Rom. iii, 25, “Whom Gop hath set forth to be.a propitia- 
tion through faith in hig blood.” The word used in the two former passages is tAacpos ; in the 
last’ 1Aacrnpioy. Both are from the verb chackw, so often used, by Greek writers, to. express the 
action of a person, who, in some appointed way, turned away the wrath of a Deity; and, 
therefore, cannot bear the sense which Socinus would put upon it,—the destruction: of sin. 
This is not supported by a single example: with all Greek authorities, whether poets, histo- 
_rians, or others, the word means to propitiate; and is, for the most part, construed with an 
- accusative case, designating the person whose displeasure is averted. (1) As this could not be 
denied, Crellius comes-to the aid of Socinus, and contends, that the sense of this word was not 
to be taken from its common use in the Greek tongue ; but from the Hellenistic use of it, namely, 
its use in the Greek of the New Testament, the LXX, and the Apocrypha, But this will not 
serve him; for, both by the LKXX and in the Apocrypha it is used in the same sense asin the 
Greek classic writers. Ezekiel xliv, 27, “He shall offer his sin offering, (thacpov,) saith the 
Lord Gop ;” Ezekiel xlv, 19, “‘ And the priest shall take of blood of the sin offering, e&Aaops.” 
Numb. v, 8, “The ram of the atonement,” xp.os rx sAaops;' to which may. be added, out of the 
Apocrypha, 2:‘Maccabees iii, 33, “Now as the high priest was making an afonement,” iacpove 
The ropitiatory sense of the word cdaspos being thus fixed,-the modern Socinians have con- 
Geile: in their note on John ii, 2, in their Improved Version, that it means “‘the-pacifying of 
an offended party ;” but they subjoin, that Christ is a propitiation, because ‘“ by his Gospel he 
brings sinners to repentance, and thus averts the Divine displeasure.” The concession is 
important ; and the comment cannot weaken it, because of its absurcity; for, in that inter- 
pretation of propitiation, Moses, or any of the Apostles, or any minister of the Gospel now, 
who succeeds in bringing-sinners to repentance, 1s as truly a propitiation for sin as Christ 
himself. On Rom. iil, 25, however, the duthors-of the Improved Version continue to follow 
their master Socinus, and translate the passage, “whom God hath set forth.a propitiation, 
through faith in his blood,” “whom God hath set forth as a mercy seat, in his own blood ;” and 
lay great stress upon this rendering, as removing “ that countenance to the doctrine of atone= 
ment by vicarious sufferings,” which the common translation affords. ‘The word vacrnpovis 
used in the Septuagint Version, and in the Epistle to the Hebrews, to express the mercy seat. 
or covering of the ark. But so little is to.be gained by taking it in this sense in this passage, 
that this rendering is adopted by several orthodox commentators as expressing, by a figure, 
or rather by supplying a type to the antitype, in a very emphatic manner, the doctrine of our 
Lord’s atonement. The mercy seat was so called, because, under the Old Testament, it was 
the place where the high priest, on the feast ofexpiation, sprinkled the blood of the sin offer- 
ings, in order to make an atonement for himself and the whole congregation; and, since Gop 
accepted the offering which was then niade, it is,» for this reason, accounted the medium 
through which God showed himself propitious to the people. With reference to this, Jesus 
Christ may be called a mercy seat, as being the'person in or through whom Gop shows himself 
propitisus tomankind. And as, under the law, God was propitious to those who came to him 
y appearing before his mercy seat with the blood of their sin offerings ; so, under the Gospel 
dispensation, he is propitious to those-who'come unto him by. Jesus Christ, through faith in 
that blood, which is elsewhere called “the blood of sprinkling,” which he shed: for the remission 
of sins. Some able critics have, however, argued, from the force of the context, that the word 
ought to be taken actively, and ‘not merely declaratively; not as “a propitiatory,” but as a 
“ propitiation,” which, says Grotius, ‘is shown by the mention which is afterward made of 
blood, to which the power of propitiation is ascribe@.” Others supply Supa, or regeov, and 
render it expiatory sacrifice. (2) But, whichever of these renderings te adopted, the same 
doctrine is held forth to us. The covering of the ark was rendered a propitiatory only by the 
blood. of the victims sprinkled before and upon it; and when the Apostle says, that God hath 
set forth Jesus Christ to be a propitiatory, he tmmediately adds, having the ceremonies of the 
temple in his view, “through faith in his blood.’ 'The text, therefore, contains no exhibition 
of any means of obtaining mercy but through the blood of sacrifice, according to’ the rule laid 
down in the Epistle to the Hebrews, “without shedding of blood there is no remission ;” and 
is mm strict accordance with Ephesians i, 7, ‘We have redemption threugh his blood, the : 
remission of sins.” It is only by his, blood that. Christ himself reconciles us to God. + 
. Unable, then, as they who deny the vicarious nature of the sufferings of Christ, are to evade 
the testimony of the above passages which speak of our Lord as a propitiation; what is their 
next resource? ‘They deny the existence of wrath in God, in thé hope of proving that pro- 
pitiation, in a proper sense, cannot be the doctrine of Scripture, whatever may be the force of 
the mere terms which the sacred writers employ. In order to give plausibility to their state- 
ment, they pervert and caricature the opinion of the orthodox, and argue as though it formed 
a part of the doctrine of Christ’s propitiation and oblation for sin, that God is naturally an 
implacable and vengeful being, only made placable and disposed to show mercy by satisfac- 
tion being made to his displeasure through our Lord’s sufferings and death. ‘This is as con- 
trary to Scripture as it is tothe opinions of all sober persons who hold the doctrine of Christ’s 
atonement. God is Love; but it is not necessary, in order to support this truth; to assume 
that he is nothing else. He ‘has, as we have seen, other attributes, which harmonize with this 


‘(1) Grotius De Satisfactione.» - (2) Vide Elsner Obs. Schleusner sub. voce, 
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and with each other, though, assuredly, that harmony cannot be exhibited by any who deny 
the propitiation for sin-made by the death-of Christ. Their system, therefore, obliges them 
to deny the existence of some of the attributes of God, or to explain them away. cried 8) 
~_ It-is sufficient to show that there is not only no implacability in God, but a most tender and 
‘placable affection toward the sinning: human race itself, that the Son of God, by whom the - 
propitiation was made, was the free gift of the Father to us: \ This is the most eminent p “oof ¢ 
of his love, that for our sakes, and that mercy might be extended tous, “he s mca ft Wy 
own Son; but delivered him up freely for us all.” Thus he is the’ fountain anetiest movi 
cause ‘of that scheme of recovery and ‘salvation which the inéarnation and death of our Lord 
brought into full and efficient operation. ‘The question, indeed, is not whether God is love, 
er whether he is of a placable nature; in that we are agreed ; but it is, te Gop is. holy 
and just ; whether we, his creatures, are under law or not; whether this law has any penalty, 
and whether Gop, in his rectoral character, is bound to execute and uphold that law. These 
are points which have already been established, ‘and as the justice of God is punitive, (for if 
it is not punitive, his laws are a dead letter,) then is there wrath in God; then is God angry 
-with the wicked ; then is man, as a sinner, obnoxious to this anger ; and so a propitiation be- 
comes necessary to turn it away from him. Nor are these terms unscriptural ; they are used 
in the New Testament as emphatically as in the Old, though in a special sense, a revelation 
of the mercy of-God to man. John the Baptist deélares that, if any man believeth not on the 
Son of God, “the wrath of God abideth upon’him.” St. Paul declares, that “the wrath of God. 
is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousnéss of men.” -The day of 
judgment is, with reference to the ungodly, said to be “the day of wrath ;” God is called “a 
consuming fire ;” and as such, is ‘the object-of “reverence and godly fear.” Nor is this his 
displeasure light, and the consequences of it a trifling and temporary inconvenience. When 
we only regard the consequences which have followed sin in: society, from the earliest ages, 
and in evéry part of the world, and add to these the many direct and fearful inflictions of pun- 
ishment which have proceeded from the “‘ Judge of the whole earth,” to use the language of 
Scripture, “our flesh may well tremble because of his judgments.” But when we look at the 
future state of the wicked, as it is represented in Scripture, though expressed generally, and 
surrounded as it is with the mystery of a world, and a condition of being, unknown to usin 
the present state, all-evils which history has crowded into the lot of man, appear- insignificant 
in comparison of banishment from God—separation from thé good—public condemnation— 
torment of spirit—“ weeping, wailing, and gnashing of teeth” —“ everlasting destruction” — 
“everlasting fire.” ‘Let men talk ever so much; and eloquently, of the pure benevolence of 
God, they cannot abolish the facts recorded in the history of human suffering in this world as 
the effect of transgression ; nor can they discharge these fearful comminations from the pages 
of the Book of Gop. They cannot be criticised away; and if it is “Jesus who saves us from 
this wrath to come,” that is, from those effects of the wrath of God which are to come, then, 
but for him, we should have been liable to them. That principle in God, from which such 
effects follow, the Scriptures call wrath; and they who deny the existence of wrath in God, 
deny, therefore, the Scriptures. ae j k 

It by no means follows, however, that thosé who thus bow to inspired authority, must in- 
terpret wrath to be a passion in God; or that, though we conclude the awful attribute of his 
justice to require- satisfaction, in order to the forgiveness of the guilty, we afford reason to any 
to charge uS with attributing vengeful affections to the Divine Being. ‘Our adversaries,” 

‘ gays Bishop Stillingfleet, “first make opinions for ys, and then show that they are unreasona- 
ble. They, first suppose that anger in God is to be considered as.a passion, and that passion 
a desire of revenge, and then tell us, that if we do not prove that this desire of revenge can be 
‘satisfied by the sufferings of Christ, then we can never prove the doctrine of satisfaction to be 
true; whereas we donot mean, by God’s anger, any such passion, but the just declaration of 

* God’s will to punish, upon our provocation of him by our sins; we do not make the design of 
the satisfaction to be that God may please himself in the revenging the sins of the guilty upon 
the most innocentsperson, because we make the design of punishment not to be the satisfac- 
tion of anger as a desire of revenge, but to be the. vindication of the honour and rights of the 
offended person by such a way as he himself shall judge satisfactory to theends of his govern- 
ment.” (3) / 

This is a sufficient answer; and we now proceed with those passages of Scripture, the 
phraseolog of which still farther establishes the doctrine of Christ’s atonement. ‘To those, 
in which Christ is called a propitiation, we add those which speak of ‘reconciliation and the 
establishment of peace between God and man as the design and direct effect of his death. So 
Col. i, 19, 22, “For it pleased the Father that in him should all fulness dwell, and having made 
peace through the blood of his cross, by him.to reconcile all things unto himself; by him I say, 
whether they be things in earth, or things in heaven ;-and you that were some time alienated 
and’ enemies in your mind by wicked works, yet now hath he reconetled, in the body of his 
flesh through death.” Romans vy, 10, 11, “For if when we were enemies, we were reconciled 
to God, by the death of his Son, much more, being reconciled we shall be saved by his life, 
And not only so, but we also joy in God through our Lord Jesus Christ by whom we have 


(3) Discourse onthe Sufferings of Christ. 
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now received the atonement.” 2 Cor. v, 18, 19, “ And all things are of God who hath recon- 
ciled us to himself by Jésus Christ, and hath given to us the ministry of reconciliation.” The 
verbs translated to reconcile are kara\\acow and aroxarad\acow, which signify a change from 
one state to another ; but, in these passages, the connection determines the nature of the change” 
_ to be a change from enmity to friendship. - In Rom.-v, 11, the noun xara)Aayn is rendered, in 
our translation, atonement ; but it is contended, that it ought to have been ‘rendered reconcilia- 
tion, unless we admit the primitive meaning of the English word atonement, which is being at 
one, to be affixed to it. It was not in this sense certainly that the word atonement was used 
by the wanslators, and it is now fixed in.its meaning,-and, in common language, signifies pro- 
pitiation in the pyoper and sacrificial sense. It is not, however, at all necessary to'stand upon 
the rendering of xaraAXayn in this passage by the term atonement. We lose nothing, as we 
_ shall see, and the Socinians gain nothing by rendering it reconciliation, which; indeed, appears 
5 lore agreeable to the context... The word atonement:would have been a proper substitute for 
propitiation” in those passages of the New Testament in which it occurs, as being more ob- 
‘vious in its meaning to the common reader ; and because the original word answers to. the He- 
brew 1p3, which is used for the legal atonements ; “‘but as the-reconciliation which we have 
received through Christ was the effect of atonement made for us by his death, words which denote 
the former simply, as karaAXayn, and words from the same root, may, when applied to the sacri-. 
hee Sacaats be not unfitly expressed by the latter, as containing in them its full import.” (4) 
We may. observe, also, that if, as it iscontended, we must render Romans v, 11, “by whom we 
have received the reconciliation,” the preceding verse must not be overlooked, which declares 
“when we were enemies wé were reconciled to God, by the death of his Son,” which death we 
have just seen is in other passages called a “‘propitiation” or “atonement ;” and so the Apostle 
‘conveys no other idea by the term reconciliation than reconciliation through an atonement. ©. 
The expressions “reconciliation” and “ making peace” necessarily suppose a previous staté 
of hostility between God and man, which is reciprocal. ‘This is sometimes called enmity, a 
term as it respects God, rather unfortunate, ‘since enmity-is almost fixed in-our language to 
signify a malignant and revengeful feeling. Of this, the oppygners of the ‘doctrine of the 
atonement have availed themselves to argue, that as there can be no such affection im the 
Divine nature, therefore, reconciliation in Scripture does not mean the reconciliation of God 
to man, but-of man to God, whose enmity the example and teaching of Christ they tell us 
are very effectual to subdue. It is, indeed, a sad and humbling truth,.and one which the 
Socinians in their discussions-on the natural innocence of man are not willing to admit, that: 
by the infection of sin “the carnal mind is enmity to Gop,” that human nature is malignantly 
hostile to God, and to the control of his law; but this is far from expressing the whole of that 
relation of man, in which, in Scripture he is said to be at enmity with Gop, and so to needa 
reconciliation,—the making of peace between God and him. That relation is a legal one, as 
that of a sovereign in his judicial capacity and a criminal who has violated his laws, and risen 
up against his authority, and-who is, therefore, treated as an enemy. The word exOoos 1s 
used in this passive sense, both in the Greek writers and in the New Testament. So, in 
Romans xi, 28, the Jews reece and punished for refusing the Gospel are said by the Apostle, 
‘as concerning the Gospel” to be “enemies for your sakes ;” treated and accounted such 5 
“but, as_touching the election, they are beloved for the fathers’ sakes.” In the same epistle, 
chap. v, 10, the term is used precisely in the same sense, and that with reference to the “recon- 
ciliation” by Christ,—“ for if when we were enemies we were reconciled to God by the death 
of his Son,”—that is, when we were objects of the Divine judicial displeasure, accounted as 
enemies, and liable to be capitally treated as such. Enmity, in the sense of malignity and the 
sentiment of hatred, is added to this relation in the case of man; but it is no part of the rela- 
tion itself, it is rather a cause of it, as it is one of the aetings of a corrupt nature which render 
man obnoxious to the displeasure and the penalty of the law of God, and place him in the 
condition of an enemy. It is this judicial variance and opposition between God and i Ds 
which is referred to in the term “reconciliation” and in the phrase “ making peace,” inthe New 
‘Testament ; and the hostility is, therefore, in its own nature mutual. Ea eet 
But that there is no truth in the notion just refuted, viz. that reconciliation means no more.‘ 
than our laying aside our enmity to God, may also be shown from several express: passages, 
‘The first is the passage we have above cited, Romans, v, 11, “ For if when we were enemies 
we were reconciled to.God.” Here the act of reconciling is ascribed to God and not to us - 
but if this reconciliation consisted inthe laying aside our own enmity, the act would be ours 
alone; and, farther, that it could not be the laying aside of our enmity, is clear from the text 
which speaks of reconciliation while we were yet enemies.  “'The reconciliation spoken of 
here, is not, as Socinus and his followers have said, our conversion. For that the Apostle is’ 
Speaking of a benefit obtained for us previous to our conversion, appears evident from the’ 
opposite members of the two sentences. That of the former runs thus: ‘ much more being 
justified, we shall be saved from wrath through him, and that of the latter, ‘much more being 
reconciled, we shall be saved by his life.’ ‘The Apostle argues from the greater to the less. If 
God were so benign tous before our conversion, what may we not expect from him now we 
are converted? ‘To reconcile here cannot mean to convert; for the Apostle evidently speaks 
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of something greatly remarkable in the act of Christ ; but to convert sinners is nothing remark- 
able, since none but sinners can be ever converted ; whereas it was a rare and singular thing 
for Christ to die for sinners, ahd to reconcile sinners to God by his death, when there have 
been but very few good men, who have died for their friends. In the next place, conversion 
is referred more properly to his glorious life, than to his shameful death; but this reconcilia- 
on is attributed to his death, as contradistguished from his glorious life, as is evident from _ 
the autithesis contained in the Mita Besides, it is from the latter be ner tht we learn 
the nature of the former. ‘The latter, which belongs only to the converted, consists of the peace 
of Gop, and salvation from wrath, verse 9, 10., This, the Apostle afterward calls, receiving 
the reconciliation, and what is it to receive the reconciliation, but to receive the remission of 
sins? Acts x, 43. To receive conversion is a mode of speaking entirely unknown. Tf, then, 
to receive the reconciliation is to receive the remission of sins, and in effect to be delivered 
from wrath or punishment, to be reconciled must have-a corresponding signification.” (5) 
2 Cor. v, 19, ‘God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself, not imputing their | eve 
passes unto them.” Here, the manner of this reconciliation, is expressly said to be not our 
laying aside our enmity, bat the non-imputation of our trespasses to us by Gop, in other 
words,. the pardoning our offences and restoring us to favour. .The promise, on God’s part, 
to do this is expressive of his previous reconciliation to the world by the death of Christ ; 
-for our actual reconciliation is distinguished from this by what follows, and hath “ committed to. 
us the ministry of reconciliation,” by virtue of which all men were, by the Apostles, entreated _ 
and besought to be reconciled to Gop. ‘The reason, too, of this reconciliation of God to the 
world, by virtue of which he promises not to impute sin, is grounded by the Apostle, in the 
last verse of the chapter, not upon the laying aside of enmity by men, eye the estiee 
of Christ :—“ For he hath made him to be sin (a sin offering) for us, who knew no sin, that. 
we might be made the righteousness of Gop in him.” - oe ene eae; 
Ephesians ii, 16, “ And that he might reconcile both unto God in one body by the cross, 
having slain the enmity thereby.” Here the act of reconciling is attributed to Christ. Man 
is not spoken of as reconciling himself to God, but Christ‘is said to reconcile Jews and Gen- 
tiles together, and both te Gop, “by his cross.” Thus, says the.Apostle, “he is our peace ;” 
but in what manner is the peace effected? “Not, in the first instance, by subduing the enmit; 
of man’s heart, but by removing the enmity of “thelaw.” “Having abolished in, or by his 
flesh, the enmity, even the law of commandments.” _ The ceremonial law only is here, proba- 
bly, meant; for by its abolition through its fulfilment in Christ the enmity between Jews 
and Gentiles was taken away ; but still it was not only necessary to reconcile Jew and Gen- 
tile together, but to * reconcile both unto God.” - This he did by the same act ; abolishing the 
ceremonial law by becoming the antitype of all its sacrifices; and thus, by the sacrifice of 
himself, effecting the reconciliation of all to Gon, “slaying the enmity by his cross,” taking” 
away whatever hindered the reconciliation of the guilty to Gop, which, as we have seen, was 
not enmity and hatred to Gop in the human mind only, but that judicial hostility and variance 
which separated God and man as Judge and criminal. ‘The feeble criticism of Socinus, on 
this passage, in. which he has been followed by his adherents to this day, is thus answered 
by Grotius. “In this passage, the dative @sy, to God, can only be governed by the verb 
anoxaraAdakn, that he might reconcile; for the interpretation of Socinus, which makes “to 
Gop” stand by itself, or that to reconcile to Gop is to reconcile them among themselves, that 
they might serve Gop, is distorted and without example. Nor is the argument valid which 
is drawn from thence, that inthis place St. Paul properly treats of the peace made between 
Jews and Gentiles; for neither does it follow, from this argument, that it was beside his pur- 
ose to mention the peace made for each with Gop. For the two opposites which are joined, 
are so joined among themselves, that they should be primarily and chiefly joined by that 
bond ; for they are not united among themselves, except by and for that bond. . Gentiles and 
“Jews, therefore, are made friends among themselves by friendship with God.” (6) - a 
- Flere also a critical remark will be appropriate: The above passages will show how falsely _ 
it has been asserted that God is no,where, in Scripture, said to be reconciled to us, and that 
they only declare that we are reconciled to Gop; but the fact is, that the very phrase of our 
being reconciled to God, imports the turning’away his wrath from us. Whitby observes, on 
the words xara\)arretw and xarad\ayn, “that they naturally import the reconciliation of one that 
is angry or displeased with us, both in profane-and Jewish writers.” (7) When the Philis- 
tines suspected that David would appease the anger of Saul, by becoming their adversary, 
they said, “ wherewith should he reconcile himself to his master? Should it not be with the 
heads of these men ?”—not, surely, how shall he remove his own anger against, his master ; 
but how shall he remove his master’s anger against him; how shall he restore himself to his 
master’s favour? “If thou bring thy gift to the altar, and there rememberest that thy brother 
hath aught against thee,” not.that thou hast aught against thy brother, “first be reconciled to 
Le 6 


thy brother appe ad conciliate him: so that the words, in fact, import ‘see that 
thy roe t » since that which goes before is not that he hath done thee an 
injury, but thou] ee, 
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-. Thus, then, for-us to be reconciled to God is to avail ourselves of the means by which the 
anger of God toward us is to be appeased, which the Ni ew Testament expressly declares to 
be generally “the sin offering” of him ‘‘who knew no sin,” and instrumentally; as to each 
individual personally, “faith in his blood”, wake ry gah pluie 

_. A general.objection, of the Socinians to this doctrine of reconciliation may be easily answered. 
When we speak of the necessity of Christ’s atonement, in order to man’s forgiveness, we are 
told, that we represent the Deity as implacable; when we rebut that by showing that it was 
his very placability, his-boundless and ineffable love to men, which sent his Son into the world 
to die for the sins of mankind, they rejoin, with their-leaders, Socinus and Crellius, that then. 
‘God was reconciled before he sent his Son, and that, therefore, Christ did not die to recon- 
cile. Gon to us.” The answer plainly is, that in this objection, they. either mean that God. 
had, from the placability and compassion of his nature, determined to be reconciled to offenders 
upon the sending his Son, or that he wag actually reconciled when our Lord was sent. The 
first is what we contend for, and is in.no wise inconsistent with the submission of our Lord to 
death, since that was in pursyance of the merciful appoitment. and decree of the Father; and 
the necessary medium by which this. placability of God could honourably and consistently 
show itself in actyal reconciliation, or the pardon of sin. That God was not actually recon- 
ciled to man, that, is, that he did not forgive our offences, independent of the death of Christ, 
is clear, for then sin would haye been forgiven before it was committed, and remission of sins 
could not have been preached in the name of Christ, nor could a ministry of reconciliation_have | 
been committed to. the Apostles. The reconciliation of God to man is, throughout, a condi- 
tional one, and, as. in all conditional processes of this kind, it has three stages. The first is 
when the party offended is disposed to admit of terms of agreement, which, mv God, is matter 
of pure grace and favour; the second is when he declares his acceptance of the mediation of a 
third person, and that he is so satisfied with what he hath done in order to it, that he appoints 
it to be announced to the offender, that if the breach continues, the fault lies wholly upon him- 
self; the third is when the offender accepts of the terms of agreement which are offered to him, 
submits, and is received into favour. “Thus,” says Bishop Stillingfleet, “upon the death and 
sufferings of Christ, God declares that he is so satisfied with what Christ hath done and suffered 
in order to the reconciliation between himself and us, that he now publishes remission of sing 
to the world, upon those terms which the Mediator hath declared by his own doctrine and the 
Apostles he sent to preach it. But because remission of sins doth not immediately follow 
upon the death of Christ, without any supposition of any act, on our part, therefore the state 
of favour doth commence from the performance.of the conditions which are required of us.” (9) 
‘Whoever considers these obyious distinctions will have an ample answer to the Socinian 
objection. : ag : 

a To the texts which speak of reconciliation with God as illustrative of the nature of the 
death of Christ for us, we add those which speak of “redemption ;” either by employing that 
word itself, or others of the same import. Rom. iii, 24, “Being justified freely by his grace, 
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus.” Gal. iii, 13, “Christ hath redeemed us from 
the curse of the law, being made a curse for us.” Ephesians 1, 7, “In whom we haye redemp- 
‘tion through his blood, the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his grace.” 1 Peter 
i, 18, 19, “Forasmuch as ye know that ye were not redeemed with corruptible things, as silver 
and gold, from your vain conversation received by, tradition from your fathers; but with the 
precious blood of Christ, as of a lamb without blemish, and without spot.”, 1 Cor. yi, 19, 20, 
“And ye are not your own, for ye are bought with agprice.” ; 

By redemption, those who deny the atonement made by Christ wish to understand deliver- 
ance merely, regarding only the ‘effect, and studiously putting out of sight the cause from 
which it flows. But the very terms used in the above cited passages, “to redeem,” and ‘to 
be bought with a price,” will each be found to refute this notion of a gratuitous deliverance, 
whether from sin or, punishment, or both, Our English word to redeem, literally means to 
buy back; and durpow, to redeem, and anodutewars, redemption, are, both 'in Greek writers and 
in the New Testament, used for the act of setting free a captive, by paying urpov, a ransom 
or redemption price, But,as Grotius (1) has fully shown, by reference to the use of the words , 
both in sacred and profane writers, redemption signifies not merely the liberation of captives, 
but deliverance from exile, death, and every other evil from which we may be freed; and 
Nurpov signifies every thing which satisfies another, so as to effect this deliverance. The nature 
of this redemption, or purchased deliverance, (for-it is not gratuitous liberation, as will pre- 
sently appear,) is, therefore, to be ascertained by. the circumstances of those who are the sub- 
jects of it: ‘The subjects in the case before us ave sinful men, ‘They are under guilt,—under 
“the curse of the Jaw,” the servants of sin, under the power and dominion of the devil, and 
“taken captive by him at his will”—liable to the death of the body and to eternal punishment. 
To the whole of this case, the redemption, the purchased deliverance of man, as proclaimed in 
the Gospel, applies itself. Hence, in the above cited. and otherpassages, it is said “we have 


cr 


Hebrew word mx> transferred to the Greek word; but Palairet, Grotius, 
the use of the term, in the same signification, in writers purely Greek. 
(9) Discourse on the Sufferings of Christ. See also Grotius De Satisfactio 
(1) De Satisfaetione, cap. viii. . 
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redemption through his blood the forgiveness of.sins,” in opposition to guilt ; redemption from — 
“the curse of the law ;” deliverance from sin, that “we should bé set free from sin ;” deliver- 
ance from the power of Satan; from death, by a resurrection ; and, from future “ wrath,” by 
the gift of eternal life. Throughout the whole of this glorious doctrine of our redemption from 
these tremendous evils there is, however, in the New Testament, a constant reference to the. 
otoov, the redemption price, which dvzpov is as constantly declared to be the death of Christ, 
which He endured-in our stead. Matt. xx, 28, “’The’Son of Man came to give his life a — 
ransom (Xvzpov) for many.” 1 Tim, ii, 6, “Who gave himself a ransom (avridureov) for all.” 
Ephesians i, 7, ‘In whom we have redemption-(rnv azohurpwow) through his.blood.” 1 Peter i, 
18, 19, “ Ye were not redeemed (edvzpwOnrs) with corruptible things, as silver and gold—but 
with the precious blood of Christ.”. That deliverance of man from sin, misery, and all other 
penal evils of his transgression which constitutes our redemption. by Christ is not, therefore, a 
gratuitous deliverance, granted without a consideration, as an act of mere prerogative; the 
ransom, the redemption price, was exacted and paid; one thing was giyen-for another,—the 
precious blood of Christ for captive and condemned men, Of the same import are. those pas- 
sages which represent us as having been “ bought,” or “purchased” by Christ. St. Peter-speaks 
of those “ who denied the Lord that bought them,” (rov ayopagavza avrovs,) and St. Paul; in the 

ssage cited above, says “ye are bought (nyopac8nze) with a price ;” which price is expressly 
said by St. John, Rev. v, 9, to be the biood of Christ— Thou wast slain, and hast redeemed. 
us-to God (nyopacas, hast purchased us) by thy blood.” $ 

The means by which it has been attempted to evade the force of these most express state- 
ments of the inspired -writers remain to be pointed out and refuted. ; 

The first is to allege that the term redemption is sometimes,used for simple deliverance, 
where no price. or consideration is supposed to be given; as when we read in the Old Testa- 
ment of God’s redeeming his people from trouble, from death, from danger, where no price is 
mentioned ; and when Moses is called, Acts vii, 35, \urpwrns, a redeemer, because he delivered 
his people from the bondage of Egypt. But the occasional use of the term in an improper and 
allusive sense cannot be urged against its strict‘and proper signification universally ; and grant- 
ing the occasional use of it in an improper sense, it will still remain to be proved that, in the 
passages just adduced out of the New Testament, it is used in this manner. The propriety 
of words is not to be receded from, but for weighty reasons. The strict meaning of the verb 
to redeem, is to deliver from captivity, by paying a ransom; it is extended to signify deliver. 
ance from evils of various kinds by the intervention of a valuable consideration ; it is, In some 
cases, used for deliverance by any means; the context of the passage, in which the wore 
occurs, and the circumstances of the case must, therefore, be resorted to in order to determine 
the-sense in which the word is used. | Fair criticism requires that we take words in their pro- 
per sense, unless a sufficient reason can be shown, from their connection, to the contrary ; and 
not that we are first to take them in thei improper sense until the proper sense is forced upon 
us by argument. _ This, however, is not a case of argument, but of the obvious sense of the 
words used ; for if deliverances, in some passages of the Old Testament, from trouble and dan- 
ger are spoken of as a redemption, without reference to a Aurgov, or ransom, our redemption by 
Christ is not so spoken of ; but, on the contrary, the Aurpor, or redemption price, is repeatedly, 
expressly, and emphatically mentioned, and that price is said to be “the blood of. Christ.” 
When Greek writers speak of amowe and dvrpa, with reference to the release of a prisoner, 
nothing could’ be more absurd, than to attempt to resolve these terms into a figurative mean- 
ing ; because their mention of the ptice, and the act of payimg it, and the circumstances under 
which it was paid, all show that they use the terms in the proper and strict sense. For the 
same reason must they be so understood in the New Testament, since the price itself which 
constitutes the Avrpov, and the person who paid it, and the circumstances under which the trans- 
action took place, are all given with as minute an historical precision, and a. figurative inter- 
pretation would involve us in as great an absurdity in the one case as the other. We apply 
this to the case of Moses being called,a redeemer, with reference to his delivering Israel from 
Egypt, and remark, that the improper use of that term may be allowed in the case of Moses, 
because he is no where said to have redeemed Israel by his death, nor by his blood, nor to have 
purchased the Jews with a price, nor to have given himself as a ransom; nor to haye inter- 
posed any other consideration, on account of which he was allowed to lead his people out of 
captivity. He is said to be a deliverer, a redeemer, and ‘that, is all; but the idea of a proper 
y-demption could not, in the nature of things, apply to the case, and, therefore, it is impossi- 
ble to interpr€t the term in its proper sense. ‘The Jews were captives, and he delivered them ; 
this was sufficient to warrant the use of the term redemption in its Improper sense, a very CUs- 
tomary thing in language ; but their captivity was not their fault, as ours is; it was not penal, 
as ours; they were delivered from unjust oppression ; and God required of Moses no redemp- 
tion price, as a consideration for interposing to free them from bondage. In our case, the cap- 
tivity was penal; there was a right lodged with the justice of God to detain us, and to inflict 
punishment upon us; and a consideration was therefore required, in respect of which that 
right was relaxed. In one instance we are, therefore, compelled to interpret the word in an 
improper sense ; in the other strictly ; at least no areument can be drawn from the use of the 
word with reference to Moses, to:turn it out of its proper signification when used of Christ ; 
and especially when all the circumstances, which the word in its proper sense, was intended 
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to convey, are found in the case to which the redemption of man by Christ is applied. Above 
all, the word: durpov is added by Scripture to the deliverance of men, effected by Christ ; but it 
is no where added to the deliverance effected for the Israelites by Moses; and by this it is, in 
fact, declared, that the mode by which the redemption of each was effected, was not the same, 
—the one was by the destruction of the enemies of the Israelites ; the other by the death of 


-_ the Deliverer himself. (2). © 


It has been attempted to evade the literal import of a me ore on which we have 
dwelt, by urging, that such an interpretation, would involve. the absurdity of paying a price to 
Satan, the power-said to hold men captive at his will... - Gene ? Phi 
But why should the idea of redemption be confined to the purchasing of a captive? The 
reason appears-to be, that the objection may be invested with some plausibility. ‘The fact, 
however, 1s, that this is but one species and instance of redemption ;, for the word, in its proper 
and general sense, means deliverance from evil of any kind, a sein or valuable consideration 
intervening; which valuable consideration may not always be literally a:price, that is, not 
money, but something done, or something suffered, by which, in the case’of commutation of 
punishment, the lawgiver is satisfied, though no benefit occurs to him ;_because in punishment 
respect is not had to the benefit of the lawgiver, but to the common good and order of things. 
So when Zaleucus, the Locrian lawgiver, had to pass sentence upon his son, for a crime which, 
by his own laws, condemned the aggressor to the loss of both his eyes, rather than relax his 
laws by sparing his son, he ordered him to be deprived of one of his eyes, and submitted to be 
deprived of one himself.. Thus the eye of Zaleucus was the dvurpov of that of his son; and, in 
a decimation of mutinous soldiers, those who are punished are the Avrpby of the whole body. - 
But'even if the redemption, in Scripture, related wholly to captivity, it does not follow that 
the price must be paid to him who detains-the captive.. Our captivity to Satan is not parallel 
to the case of a captive taken in war, and in whom, by the laws of war, the captor has obtained 
a right, and demands an equivalent for liberation and the renunciation of that right. Our 
captivity to Satan is judicial. Man listens to: temptation, violates the laws of God, joins in a 
rebellion against his authority, and his being left under the power of Satan is a part of his 
unishment. The satisfaction is, therefore, to be made to the law under which this captivity 
3s made a part of the penalty ; not to him who detains the eae and who is but a permitted 
instrument in the-execution of the law, but to him whose law has been violated. ‘He who pays 
the price ofredemption has to do with the judicial authority only, and, his \vtpov being aceepted, 
he proceeds to rescue the object of his compassion, and becomes the actual redeemer. 
he Aereor, in the case of man, is the blood of Christ ; and our redemption is not a commu- 
tation of a pecuniary price for a person, but a commutation of the sufferings of one person in 
the stead of another, which sufferings being a punishment, in order to satisfaction, is a valuable 
consideration, and, therefore, a price for the redemption of man out of the hands of Satan, and 
from all the consequences of that captivity. (3) : + ® 
‘Under this head, now that we are showing that the death of Christ is exhibited in Scripture 
as the price of our redemption, it may also be necessary to meet another objection, that this 
doctrine of purchase and commutation is inconsistent with that freeness of the grace of God in 
the forgiveness of sins, on which so great a stress is laid in the Seriptures. ‘This objection has 
been urged from Socinus to Dr. Priestley, and is thus stated by the latter: (4) “The Scriptures 
uniformly represent God as our universal parent, pardoning sinners freely, that is, from his 
natural goodness and mercy, whenever they Yepent and reform their lives.. All the declara- 
rations of Divine mercy are made, without reserve and‘timitation, to the truly eee through 
all the books of Scripture, without the nost distant hint of any regard being had to the suffer- - 
ings or merit of any being whatever.” The proofs which he gives for this bold, and, indeed, 
impudent position, aré chiefly the declaration of the Apostle, that we are justified freely by 
the grace of God, and he contends that the word freely “implies that forgiveness is the free 
gift of God, and proceeds from his essential goodness and mercy, without regard to any foreign 
consideration whatever.” It is singular, however, that the position, as Dr. Priestley has put it 
in the above quotations, refutes itself; for even he restricts the exercise of this mercy of God ; 
“to the truly penitent,” “to them who repent and reform their lives.”. Forgiveness, therefore, ' 
is not, even according to him and his followers, free in the sense of unconditional, and at the 
very time he denies that pardon is bestowed by God, “without regard to any consideration 
whatever, oe to his essential goodness and mercy,” he acknowledges that it is regulated, 
in its exercise, by.the consideration of the penitence or non-penitence of the guilty, who are 
we . . 2 
~ (2) * Nam Mosis cum Christo instituta collatio, responsione vix indi yet, cum omnis similitudo certos habeat 
terminos, quos extra protendi nequeat. Comparantur ili, qua liberatores, non ob liberandi modum. Neque 
magis ex eo sequitur; Christum satisfaciendo nos non liberasse, quia Moses id non fecerit, quam Christum nos 
liberasse per hominum mortem, quia id fecerit Moses. Quod si ad modum quoque liberandi comparatio per- 
tincret, ea ut rectius procederet, dicendum esset, Christum/nos liberasse miraculis, (ut Moses,) non autem sua 
morte suoque sanguine, quod Mosi nec adscribitur, nec adscribi potest. Sed pracipitim est, quod vox Xvrpov 
de cujus.vi hic agimus, liberationi - Mosen parte nusquam additur. Quid quod ne est Socini quidem sen- 
tentia modus liberandi idem est? jam Moses, Josue, et alii liberarunt, non aliquid faciendo circa liberando: 
(quod Christo Socinus tribuit) sed amovendo eos qui libertati obstabant, hostes scilicet.”—Grotius, De Satis- 
factione, cap. vill. ‘ 
% (3) Vide Btillingftest’s Discourses on the Suflerings, &, (4) History of the Corruptions. 
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the subjects of it, from which the contradictory conclusion follows, that, in bestowing mercy, 
God has respect to.a consideration foreign: to his goodness and mercy, even the penitence of 
ed so that there'is, in the mode of dispensing mercy, -a reserve and limitation on the part 
ODEs Si : Z ; 
Thus, then, unless: they would let m all kinds of license, by preaching am unconditional par- 
don, the Socinians: are obliged to acknowledge, that a thing may be done freely, which is 
nevertheless, not done unconditionally. For, as it was replied, of old, to Socinus, whom Dr. 
Priestley: follows in this objection, if this be not acknowledged, then the grossest Antinomian- 
ism is the true doctrine. For, if forgiveness of sin. can only be accounted a free gift by being 
dependent upon. no condition, and subject to no restrictions, it follows, that the repentance and 
amendment of-the offender himself are no more to be regarded than the sufferings and merit 
of any: other being; and, consequently, that all sinners, without reserve or limitation, have 
an —_ claim of pardon, whether they repent or not. If, to avoid this consequence, it be said 
that God 1s free to choose the objects to. whom he will show mercy, and to impose upon them 
such restrictions, and to require of them such qualifications as he thinks fit; it may then, 
with equal reason, be asserted, that he is also free to dispense his mercy for such reasons and 
by such methods as he, in his wisdom, shall determine to be most conducive tohis own glory 
and the good of his creatures, and there is no reason whatever to be given why a regard to 
the sufferings or merit of another person should more destroy the freeness of the gift, than the 
requisition of certain qualifications in the Object himself. (5) Thus the argument urged in’ the 
objection proves as much against the objectors as it does against us, or rather it proves nothing 
against either: for the showing mercy to the guilty, by any-method, was a matter in which 
Almighty God was perfectly free. He might have exacted the penalty of his violated law 
upon the sinning individual ; and to forgive sin, in any manner, was, in him, therefore, an act 
of unspeakable grace and favour. Again, from the mode and limitation of dispensing this 
grace and favour, he derives no advantage (for the gratification of his own benevolence is not 
a question of interest) in the whole transaction ; both in the mercy dispensed and in the mode 
the benefit of the creature is kept in view ; nor could the_persons pardoned themselves furnish 
any part of the consideration on which they are pardoned, or, of themselves, perform the 
conditions required of them; so that, for all these reasons, the pardon of man is a free gift, 
and its mode of being dispensed is the proof that it is so, and not a proof to the contrary. 
But the very passage of St. Paul, to which Dr. Priestley refers, when he‘contends that the 
doctrine of the New Testament is, “ that forgiveness is the free gift of God, and proceeds from 
his essential goodness and mercy, without regard to any foreign consideration whatever,” 
refutes his inference. The passage is, “being justified freely by his grace, through the 
redemption which is in Christ Jesus.” The same doctrine is taught in other passages; avd so 
far is it from being true, that no reference is made to any consideration beyond the mere good- 
ness and- mercy of God, that consideration is stated in so many express words, “ through the 
redemption which is in Christ Jesus;” of which redemption the blood of Christ 3 the price, 
as taught in the texts above commented on. But though it was convenient, in order to render 
a bold assertion more plausible, to keep this out of sight, a little. reflection might have shown, 
that the argument built upon the word freely, the term used by the Apostle, proceeds upon an 
entire mistake, ‘The expression has reference to ourselves and to ca own exertions in the 
werk of justification, not to any thing which has been done by avother in ourbehalf; and it. 
is here used to denote the manner. in which the blessing is bestwed, not the‘means by which 
it was procured. “Being justified freely by his grace”—frrely, in the original dwpeay, in the 
way of a gift unmerited by us, and not in the way of a ceward for ouf worthiness or desert, 
agreeably to the assertion of the Apostle in another piace, “ not by works of righteousness 
which we have done, but according to his mercy he saved us.” ‘To be justified, is to be par- 
doned, and treated as righteous in the sight of God, and to be admitted thus into his favour 
and aeceptance. But man, in his fallen state, had nothing in himself, and vould do nothing of 
himself, by which he might merit, or clair 8 his due so great a benefit. Having, therefore, no 
pretensions to real righteousness, our solution from the guilt of sin, and our admission to the 
character and privileges of righteous persons, must be imputed not to our merit, but to the grace 
of God; it is an act of mercy wich we must ackaowledge and receive as a free gift, and not 
demand as a just reward. Nor do the means by which our justification was effected in any 
respect alter its nature as. gift, or in the least diminish its freedom. “ Weare justified freely by 
his grace, through the <edemption that isin Jesus Christ ;” but this redemption was not pro- 
cured by us, nor provided at our expense. It was the result of the pure love of God, who, com- 
assionating our misery,,himself provided the means of our deliverance, by sending his only 
egotten Son into the world hg wont submitted to die upon the cross, that he might 
become the propitiation for-our sins, and reconcile us to Gop. ‘Thus is the whole an entire 
act of mercy on the payt of God and Christ ; begun and completed for our benefit, but without 
our intervention; and, therefore, with respect ito us, the pardon of sin must still be accounted a 
gift, though it comes to us through the redemption that is in Jesus Christ. é : 
2 Equally unfounded is the argument built upon the passages in which the forgiveness of sins 
is represented under the notion of the free remission of a debt; in which act, it is said, there 


(5) Vide Veysies’ Bampton Lectures: 
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is no consideration of atonement and satisfaction, When sin is spoken of asa debt, a metaphor 
is plainly alaeeh Sime it would be a novel rule to interpret what is plainly literal by what 
is metaphorical. » There is, undoubtedly, something in the act of forgiving sin which is com- 
mon with the act of remitting a debt by a creditor, or there would be'no foundation for the 
metaphor; but it can by no means legitimately follow, that the remission of sms is, in all its 
circumstances, to be mterpreted by all the circumstances which accompany the free remission 
of a debt. _We know on the contrary, that remission of sins is not unconditional ; repentance 
and faith are required in order’to it, which is acknowledged by the Socinians themselves. 
But this acknowledgment is fatal to the argument they would draw from the instanees m the 
New Testament, in which Almighty God is represented as a merciful creditor, freely forgiv- 
ing his insolvent debtors; for if the act of remitting sins be in all respects like the act of for- 
giving debts, then indeed can neither repentance, nor faith, nor condition of any kind, be insisted 
upon in order to forgiveness; since, In the instances referred to, the debtors were discharged - 
without any expressed condition at all. But something, also, previous. to our repentance and 
faith, is constantly connected in the Holy Scriptures of the New Testament with the very 
offer of forgiveness. “It behooved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead on the third day,” 
that “repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his name among all nations.” 
It was necessary, as we have already seen, that the one should take place before the other 
could be announced ; and some degree of necessity is allowed in the case, even on the Socinian 
hypothesis, although a very subordinate one. But if by an act of prerogative alone, unfettered 
by any considerations of justice and right, as is a creditor. when he freely forgives a debt, Gop 
forgives sins, then there could be no necessity of any conceivable kind for ‘*Christ to suffer ;” 
and the offer of remission of sins would in that case, have been wholly independent of his suffer- 
ings, whichis contrary to the text. In perfect accordance with the above passage, is that in 
Acts xiii, 38, where it is said, “Be it known unto you, therefore, men and brethren, that 
through this man, (da tsrv, through the means of this man,) is preached unto you the forgive- 
ness of sins.” Here the same means as those before mentioned by St. Luke, are obviously 
referred to, “the death and resurrection of Christ.” - Still more expressly, Matt. xxvi, 28, our 
Lord declares that his blood is “the blood of the New Testament, which is shed for many for 
the remission of sins ;” where he plainly makes his blood the procuring cause of that remission, 
and a necessary libation in order to its bone attainable. Our redemption is said by St. Paul, 
Ephes. i, 7, to be, “ through his blood,” and this redemption he explains to be “ the remission of 
our sins ;” and in writing to the Hebrews he lays it down, as that very principle of the Old 
Testament dispensation which made it typical of the New, that “without shedding of blood 

_ there was no remission.” This remission, is, nevertheless, for the reasons given above, always 
represented as a free act of the Divine mercy ; for the Apostles saw no inconsistency in giving 
to it this free: and gracious character on the one hand, and on the other proclaiming, that that 
free and »dorable mercy was called into exercise by the “chastisement of our sins being laid 
upon Chriss.” and thus by uniting both, they broadly and infallibly distinguish ‘the act of 
a lawgiver, in forgiving sins has respect to the authority of the law, and the act of acre: 
ditor, who in rethitting a debt disposes of his property at his pleasure.” 

But although no txiticism ean te more fallacious than to interpret the forgiveness of sins, 
which is a plain and hitexal transaction, by a metaphor, or a parable, which may have either 
too few or too many circtastances interwoven with it for just illustration, when applied 
beyond, or contrary to, its intextion, the reason of the metaphor is at once obvious and beauti- 
ful. -The verb agin, is the wora commonly used fay the remission of sins and the remission 
of debts. It signifies to send away,ismiss; and is accommodated to both these acts. ‘The 
ideas of absolute right I» one party, and of binding obligation on the other, hold good equally 
as to the lawgiver and the transgressor, she creditor and the debtor. The lawgiver has a 
right to demand obedience, the creditor to. demand his property; the transgressor of law is 
under the bond of its penalty ; the debtor is unde the obligation of repayment or imprison- 
ment. ‘This is the basis of the compdsison between désts of money, and obligations of obedience 
to a lawgiver; and the same word is equally well apped to express the cancelling of each, 
though, except in the respects just stated, they are transactions and relations very different, 
to each other. Every sin involves an obligation to punishnitat; and when sin is dismissed, 
sent mvay, or in other words forgiven, the liabiity to punishmem. js removed, just as when fi 
debt is dismissed, sent avay, or in other words remitted, the obligation of re shontcciidee 
default of that, the obligation of imprisonment, or, arcordine to the anc ey: sph 
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as a slave, is removed with it. So far the resemblance gveg ; but the Seriptares themselves by 
\ 9 


connecting pardon of sin with a previous atonement, prex it fr ind<carri 

And, indeed, the reason of the case sufficiently shows the oR pin Neahelerprene a 
debt, which is the aet of a private man, and the pardon of tran; odie 
which is the act of a magistrate ; between an act-which affe 
and an-act, which, in its bearing upon the authority of the public law and the protection an@ 
welfare of society, affects the interests of many ; “in a word, between an act which is a matter 
of mere feeling, and in which rectoral justice can have no place, and one which must be har- 
monized with rectoral justice ; for compassion to the guilty can never be the leading rule of 
government. - 


6. The nature of the death of Christ is still farther explained in the New Testament, by the 
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manner in-which it connects our justification with “faith in the blood,” the sufferings which 
Christ endured in our stead; and both our justification, and the death of Christ as its merit- 
orious cause, with “THE RIGHTEOUSNESS oF Gop.” According to the testimony of the whole 
of the evangelic writers, the justification of man is an act of the highest grace, a manifestation 
of the-superlative and: ineffable love of Gop, and is at the same time a strictly RIGHTEOUS 
proceeding. ; ' ihe x ae 
_. ‘These views, scattered throughout the books of the New Testament, are summed up in the 
following explicitlanguage of St; Paul, Rom. iii, 24-26: “Being justified freely by his grace, 
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus. Whom God hath set forth as a propitiation 
through faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past, 
through the forbearance of God; to declare, I say, at this time his righteousness, that he might 
be just, and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus.” ‘The argument of the Apostle is 
exceedingly lucid. He treats of man’s justification before Gon, of which he mentions two 
methods. The first is by our own obedience to the law of God, on the principle of all righteous 
Jaw, that obedience secures exemption from punishment; or, as he expresses it, chap..x, 5, 
“For Moses describeth the righteousness which is of the law, that the man which doeth these 
things shall live by them.” .This method of justification he proves to be impossible to man in 
his present state of degeneracy, and from the actual transgressions of Jews and Gentiles, on 
account of which “ the whole world” is guilty before God ; and he therefore lays it down as an 
incontrovertible maxim, that “by the deeds of the law shall no flesh be justified,” since “by 
the law is the knowledge of sin ;” for which it provides no remedy. ‘The other method 1s 
justification. by the grace of Gad, as a “free gift.;” but coming to us through the intervention 
of the death of Christ, as our:redemption price; and received instrumentally by our faith in 
him. “Being justified freely by his grace, through the redemption that is in Jesus Christ.” 
He then immediately adds, “whom God hath set forth,” openly exhibited and-publicly 
announced, “to be a propitiation ;” to be the person through whose voluntary and vicarious 
sufferings he is reconciled to sinful man, and by whom he will justify all who “through faith” 
confide “in” the virtue of “his blood,” shed for the remission of sins. But this public announce- 
ment and setting forth of Christ as a propitiation was not only for a declaration of the Divine 
mercy; but pardon was offered to men in this method, to declare the “righteousness” of Gop, 
(es evderécv dtxatocvyns avte,) for a demonstration of his righteousness or,justice, in the remission 
of past ‘sins; “that he might be just and yet the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus”—that 
he might show himself to be strictly and inviolably righteous in the administration of his govern- 
ment, even while he justifies the offender that believes in Jesus. The Socinian version renders 
ihe clause, “to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins,” to show his method of justi- 
fication concerning the remission of past sins, Even then the strict rectoral justice of the act 
of justifying sinners, through faith in the blood of Christ, is expressed by the following clause, 
“that he might be susr ;” but the sense of the whole passage requires the literal rendering, “to 
declare his justice, that he might be just, and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus. Some 
have indeed taken the word “just” (d:xatos) in the sense of merciful ; but this is wholly arbitrary. 
It occurs, says Whitby, above eighty times in the New Testament, and not once in that 
sense. (7) The sense just given is confirmed by all the ancient versions, and it is indeed put 
beyond the reach of verbal criticism by the clause, ‘‘for the remission of sins that are past, 
through the forbearance of God.” For, whatever view we take of this clause, whether we 
refer it to the sins of men before the coming of Christ, or to the past.sins of one who is at any 
time justified, the rageots, or “ passing over” of sins, or, if the common rendering please better, 
* the remission of sins,” and the “forbearance of God,” are acts of obvious mercy; and to say 
chat thus the mercy of Gop is manifested, is tautological, and identical; whereas past sins not 
_ punished through the forbearance of Gop, without a public atonement, might have brought the 
justice of God into question, but certainly not his mercy. It was the justice of the proceeding, 
therefore, that needed a demonstration, and not the mercy of it. This, too, is the obvious 
reason for the repetition so emphatically used by the Apostle, and which is no otherwise to be 
accounted for ; ‘to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past, through the 
forbearance of God, to declare, I say, at this time, his righteousness ;” “at. this time” now that 
Christ has actually appeared to pay the ransom, and to become the publicly anounced pro- 
pitiation for sin; God cannot now appear otherwise than just, although he Justifies him that 
believeth in Jesus. Similar language is also used by St. John, 1 Epistls1, 9, “He is faithful 
and just to forgive us our sins.”—So that the grand docrine of Ch»stianity 1s unequivocally 
stated:by both Apostles to be, that, according to its constitutios the forgiveness of sin is at 
once an act of mercy and an act of justice, or of strictly righ*sOUs government. Neither the 
Socinian, nor the Arian hypothesis, at all harmonizes wb -ais principle ; on the contrary, they 
both direetly.contradict it, and cannot, therefore, be trxé . They make the forgiveness of sin, 
indeed, an act of mercy: but with them it is imposible that it should be an act of justice, 
because sin receives not its threatened panishpcots the penalty_of the law is not exacted ; 
the offender meets with entire impunity; xd the Divine administration so far from being a 
BF t 
{7) See Nare’s Remarks on the New Version, Magee on the Atonement, Whitby and Doddridge in loc. 
Bighteousness'is indeed sometimes used for veratity; but only when some principle of equity, or some obli- 
gation arising from engagement, promise, or threat, is implied. 
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righteous one; has, accoyding to their system, no-respect to either truth or righteousness 5 and, 
so far as offences against the Divine law are concerned, that law is reduced to a dead letter. 
But in Seripture the doctrine of forgiveness of sins, through the propitiatory sacrifice of 
Christ, is not only asserted to be a demonstration of the righteousness of God in a case which 
might seem to bring it into question, but the particular steps and parts of this ‘demonstra- 
tion” are, by its light, easy to be traced. For, 5 ene pages 
J. The law, the rule of the Divine government, is by this means established in its authority 
and perpetuity. The hypothesis which rejects the doctriné of the atonement, repeals the law 
by giving impunity to transgression ; for, if punishment does not follow offence, or no other 
term of pardon be required than one which the culprit has it always in his own power, at once, to 
offer, (which -we have seen is the case with the repentance stated by Socinians as the only 
condition of forgiveness,) then is the law, as to its authority, virtually repealed, and the 
Divine government, over rebellious creatures, annihilated. The Christian doctrine of atone- 
ment, on the contrary, is, that sin cannot go be een in the Divine administration, and, 
therefore, the authority of the law is established by this absolute and everlasting exclusion of 
impunity from trarsgression. ; re Te et afienhoxs ‘ 
2. Whether we take the righteousness or justice of God, for that holiness and rectitude of 
his nature from which his punitive justice flows ; or for the latter, which consists in exacting 
the penalty righteously and wisely attached to offences against the Divine law, or for both 
united as the stream and the fountain; it isdemonstrated, by the: refusal of pee to sin, 
that’ God is this holy and righteous Being, this strict and exact Governor. On any other 
theory, there is no manifestation of God’s hatred of sin, answering at all to that intense holi- 
ness of his nature, which mustJead him to abhor it; and no proof of his rectoral justice as 
Governor of the world. Mercy is, according to them all, administered on a mere principle of 


feeling; without any regard toyholiness or justice whatever. 

3. The doctrine which connects the pardon of the guilty with the meritorious death of 
Christ, illustrates the attribute of Divine justice, by the very act of connecting and blending 
it with the attribute of love, and the exercise ofan effectual compassion. At the time that it 
guards, with so much care, the doctrine of non-impunity to sin, it offers impunity to the sin- 
ner; but then the medium through which this offer is made serves to heightenthe impression 
of God’s hatred to sin, and the inflexible character of his justice. ‘The person appointed to 
suffer the punishment of sin and the penalty of the law for us, was not a mere human being, 
not a creature of any kind, however exalted, but the Son of God ; and in him Divinity and 
humanity were united in one person, so that he was ‘* God manifested in the flesh,” assuming 
our nature in order that he might offer it in death a sacrifice to Gop. If this was necessury, 
and we have already proved it to have been so in the strictest sense, then is sin declared, by 
the strongest demonstration we can conceive, to be an evil of immeasurable extent; and 'the 
justice of Gop is, by a demonstration of equal force, declared to be inflexible and inviolable. 
God “ spared not his own Son.” 

Here, indeed, it has been objected by Socinus and his followers, that the dignity of a per- 
son adds nothing to the estimation of his sufferings. The common opinion of mankind, in all 
ages, is, however, a sufficient refutation of this objection, for in proportion to the excellence 
of the creatures immolated in sactifice have the value and efficacy of oblations been estimated 
by all people ; which notion when perverted, made them resort, m some instances, to human 
Sacrifices, in cases of great extremity ; and-surely, if the principle of substitution existed in 
the penal law of'any human government, it would be universally felt to make a great differ- 
ence in the character of the law, whether an honourable or a mean substitute were exacted in 
place of the guilty ; and that it would have greatly changed the character of the act of Zaleu- 
cus, the Locrian lawgiver, before mentioned, and placed the estimation in which he held his 
own laws, and the degree of strictness with which he was determined to uphold them, ina 
very different licht, if, instead of parting with one of his own eyes, in place of the remain- 
ing eye of his son, he had ordered the eye of some base slave or of a malefactor to be plucked 
out. But without entering into this, the notion will be explicitly refuted, if we twm to the 
testimony of Holy Writ itself, in which the dignity and Divinity of our Lord are’ so often: 
ne Satedied roferred to as stamping that value upon his sacrifice, as giving that consideration 
to his voluntary “ifferings on our account, which we usually express by the term of “ his 
inerits,” Acts xx, 25,93 Gon, he is said to have “purchased the church with wis own BLOOD.? 
in Colossians i, 14, 15, sare said to have “redemption through His BLoop, who is THE IMAGE 
oF THE invisiBLE Gov.” In« Cor, ji, 8, “the Lorp or Gory is said to have been cruciriep.” 
St. Peter emphatically calls the hlood of Christ “ PREcrous BLOop ;” and St. Paul dwells par- 
ticularly upon this peculiarity, whvs he contrasts the sacrifice of Christ with those of the law, 
and when he ascribes that urifying eTacy, which he denies to the blood of bulls and of goats, 
to the blood of Christ. OW MUCH MOR: shall the BLoop or Curist, who through the eter- 
nal Spirit offered himself without spot to God, purge your conscience from dead works> to 
serve the living God.” By the argument of Socimus there could be no difference between the 
blood of animals, shed under the law, as to value and efficac , and the blood of Christ, which 
is directly in the teeth of the declaration and argument of the Apostle, who also asserts, that 
the patterns of things in the heavens were purified by animal sacrifices ; “but the heavenly 
things themselves with BETTER SACRIFICES than these,” namely, the oblation of Christ. 
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_ To another objection of Socinus, that because’ the Divinity itself suffers not, therefore it 
does not enter into-this consideration of punishment, Grotius well replies, This is as much as 
to say that it is an offence of the same kind whether you strike a private person or a king, a 
a or a father, because blows are directed against the body, not against dignity or rela- 
tionship. (8) apind? ret | ; ae? “4 

4. In farther considering this subject, as illustrating the inherent and the rectoral righteous- 
ness of Gop, we are to recollect that, although by the atonement made for the sins of mankind 
by the death of Christ, all men, antecedently to their repentance and faith, are, to use the 
language of divines, put into “a salvable state,” yet none of them are, by this act of ‘Christ, 
brought from under the authority of the moral law. This remains in its full and original force, 
and as they all continue under the original obligation of obedience, so in case of those condi. 
tions not being complied with on which the actual communication of the benefit of redemption 
has been made to depend, those who neglect the great salvation offered to them by Christ, fall 
under the full original penalty of the law, and are left to its malediction, without obstruction 

to the exercise and infliction of Divine justice. Nor, with respect to those who perform the 
conditions required of them, and who, by faith in Christ, are justified, and thus escape punish- 
ment, is there any repeal, or even relaxation, of the authority of the law of Gop. The-end 
of justification is not to set men free from law, but from punishment; for, concomitant with 
justification, though distinct from it, is the communication of the regenerating grace of the Holy 
Spirit, by which the corrupt and invalid nature of man is restored to the love of holiness and - 
the power to practise it, and thus the law of God heenmes: his constant rule, and the measure 
of that holiness to. which, how wis new creation has taken place, he vigorously aspires : 

“For what. tho law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own 
Son, in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin condemned sin inthe flesh, that the righteous- 
ness of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Not, 
indeed, that this obedience, which, in the present life, is, in some respects, imperfect, and in 
every degree the result of the operation of God within us, can, after this change, be the rule 
of our continued justification and acceptance; that will rest, from first to last, upon the atone- 
ment of Christ, pleaded in our behalf; so that, if any man again sin, “he has an advocate with 
the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous ;” but true faith leads, by an inseparable connection, 
both to justification and to regeneration ; and they who, as the Apostle argues, Romans vi, 2, 
are thus ‘dead to sin, cannot continue any longer therein,” but yield willing obedience to the 
law of Gon. The rule of God, the authority: of his law is thus reéstablished over his creatures, 
and the strictness of a righteous government is united with the exercise of a tender mercy. 

' Thus, then, in the doctrine of the atonement of Christ, we see how the righteousness, the 
essential and the rectoral justice, of God is manifested. There is no impunity to sin; and yet 
the impunity to the sinner, through faith in the blood of Christ, does not lower, but establish 
the law of God. ‘These views will also enable us to attach an explicit meaning to the theo- 
logical phrase, “the satisfaction made to Divine justice,” by which the nature of Christ’s 
atonement is often expressed. This is not a phrase of Holy Writ; but it is not, on that ac- 
count to be disregarded, since, like many others, it has been found useful as a guard against 
subtle evasions of the doctrine of Scripture, and in giving explicitness, not, indeed, to the lan- 
guage of inspiration, but to the sense in which that language is interpreted. 

The two following views of satisfaction may be given as those which are most prevalent 
among those divines who hold the doctrine of the atonement of Christ. Be 

‘The first may be thus epitomised. ; 

The justice of God being concerned to vindicate his laws, and to inflict upon offenders the 
due reward of their evil deeds, it is agreed that, without proper satisfaction, sin could not be 
forgiven. For, as sin is opposite to the purity and holiness of God, and, consequertly, can- 
not but provoke his displeasure ; and, as justice is essential to the Divine nature, and exists 
there in a supreme degree, it must, inflexibly, require the punishment of those Who are thus 
objects of his wrath. The satisfaction, therefore, made by the death of Crist consisted in 
his taking the place of the guilty, and in his sufferings and death being: trom the dignity of 
his nature, regarded by the offended Lawgiver, as a full equivalent ard adequate compensa- 
tion for the punishment, by death, of the personally guilty. f i Sight Beste 

The'second opinion does not assume the absolute necessity of » satisfaction to Divine justice, 
but chiefly insists upon the wisdom and fitness of the meas#re, arguing, that it became the 
Almighty Governor of the universe to consult the honour uf his law, and not to suffer it to be 
violated with impunity, lest his subjects should call in question his justice. Accordingly, he 
sent his own 'Son into the world, who, by dying for our sins, obtained our release from pun- 
ishment ; and, at the same time, made an honourable display of the righteousness of God. In 
a word, Christ is supposed, in this opiniox, to have made satisfaction for our sins, not because 
his death is to be accounted an ade é compensation, or a full equivalent for the remission 
of punishment; but because his getfering in our’stead maintained the honour of the Divine 
law, and yet gave free scope to #ie mercy of the Lawgiver. 


(8) “Quod autem Socinue argumentatur, quia divinitas ipsa non patiatur, ideo hance in pene considera- 
tionem non yenire; perip4é est ac si dicas, nihil referre privatum an Regem, item ignotum, an patrem yer 
beres, quia verbera ip-corpus dirigantur, non in dignitatum, aut cognationem.”—De Satisfactione. 


> fe, pee “2 a nn 
- Py ‘ 6 Baek ‘ oe 
4 ne 
hs 

390 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. [PART 


Both these opinions have great names for their advocates; but the reader will feel, that there 
is too much indistinetness in the terms and phrases in which they are expressed for either of 
them to be received as a satisfactory enunciation of thisimportant doctrine. —'The first opinion, 
though greatly to be preferred, and with proper explanations, just, 1s defective in not explain- 
ing what is meant by the terms “a full equivalent” and “an adequate compensation.” The 
second is objectionable, as appearing to refer the atonement more to wisdom and fitness as! an 
expedient, than to wisdom and fitness in close and inseparable connection with justice; and is 
defective in not pointing out what that connection between the death of Christ and that hon- 
ouring of the law of God is, which allows of the remission of punishment to offenders, of which 
they speak. Hach embodies much truth, and yet both are capable of originating great and 
fatal errors, unless their terms be definitely and scripturally understood. © 4 

To clear this subject'some farther observations will, then, be necessary. 

The term satisfaction is taken from the Roman law, and signifies to content a person aggrieved, 
by doing or by offering something which procures liberation fromthe obligation of debts or~ 
the penalties of offences; not ipso facto, but by the will of the aggrieved party admitting this 
substitution. ‘Ea dictio (satisfaciendi vocabulum) in jure et usu communi significat facti ali- 
cujus aut rei exhibitionem, ex qua non quidem ipso facto, sed accedente voluntatis actu liberatio 
sequatur ; soletque non tantum in pecuniaris debitis, sed et in delictis hoc sensu usurpari, quod 
hinque ex Romana depravate appellant, aliquem contentare.” (9) Sothe Roman lawyer Caius, 
“satisfacere dicimur ei cujus desiderium implemus,” we are said to'satisfy him whose desires 
we fulfil. Ulpian opposes’satisfaction to payment. “satisfactio pro solutione ;” and, in erimi- 
nal cases, Asconius lays it down as a rule, *satisfacere, est vantum_facere, quantum satis sit 

irato ad vindictam,” to satisfy is to do as much as, to the party offended, maybe enough in 
the way of vengeance.(1) It is from this use of the term that it has been adopted into the- 
ology, and however its meaning may have been heightened or lowered by the advocates of 
different systems, it is plain that, by the term itself, nothing is indicated, but the contentment 
of the injured party by any thing which he may choose to accept in the place of the enforce- 
ment of his obligation upon the party indebted or-offendig. ‘The sense in which it must be 
applied to designate the nature and effect of the death of Christ, in consistency withthe views 
we have already taken, is obvious. .We call the death of Christ a satisfaction offered to Divme 
justice for the transgressions of men, with reference to its effect upon the mind of the supreme 
awgiver. As a just Governor, he is satisfied, contented with the atonement offered by the 
vicarious death of his Son, and the conditions on which it is to beeome available to the offend- 
ers; and their punishment, those conditions being accomplished, is no longer exacted. 4 
This effect upon the mind of the Lawgiver, is not, as the Socinians would pervert the doctrine, 
the satisfaction of an angry vengeful affection, as we have before shown; but, according to 
the very phrase employed in all cases, and which is sufficient to show that their perversion of 
our meaning is wilful, ‘a satisfaction,” or “contentment” of his justice, which means, and can 
only rationally mean, the satisfaction of themind ofa justor righteous governor, disposed, from the 
goodness of his nature, to show mercy to the guilty, and who can now do it consistently with 
the rectitude of his character, and the authority of his laws, which it is the office of punitive 
justice to proclaim, and to uphold... The satisfaction of Divine justice by the death. of Christ, 
consists, therefore, in this, that this wise and gracious provision on the part of the Father 
having been voluntarily carried into effect by the Son, the just Gop has determined it to be as 
consistent with his own holy and righteous character, and the ends of law and government, to. 
forgive.all who have true “faith in the blood of Christ,” the appointed propitiation for sin, as 
though they had all been personally punished for their transgressions. 
The death of Christ, then, is the satisfaction accepted; and this being a satisfaction to 
Justice, that is, a consideration which satisfied God, as a being essentially righteous, and as 
having stix<t and inflexible respect to the justice of his government; pardon through, or for 
the sake of that death, became, in consequence, “a declaration of the righteousness of God,” 
as the only appoated method of remitting the punishment of the guilty ; and if so, satisfaction 
respects not, in theGrst instance, according to the second. opinion we’ haye stated above; the 
honour of the law of Gad, but its authority, and the upholding of that righteous and holy cha-, 
racter of the Lawgiver, tad of his administration, of which that law is the visible and public 
expression. Nor is this to bexegarded asa merely wise and fit expedient of government, a point 
to which even Grotius leans Fai as well as many other divincs who have adopted the 
second opinion ; for this may imply.that it was one of many other possible expedients, though 
the best; whereas we have seen, thavit is every where. in Scripture represented as necessar 
to human salvation; and that it is to bs concluded, that no alternative existed but that of 
exchanging a righteous government for One careless and. rclaxed, to the dishonour of the 
Divine attributes, pacne sanctioning of mora\ disorder; or the upholding of such a govern- 
ment by the personal and extreme punishment of every offender; or else the acceptance of the 
vicarious death of an infinitely dignified and glorious beng, through wh don. shi 
L X ¥ gh. whom pardon should be 
offered, and in whose hands a process for the moral restoration of the lapsed should be placed 
The humiliation, sufferings, and death of such a being, did tm 2 P . 
; ’ Seine ‘Ing, ost obviously demonstrate the 
righteous character and administration of God ; and if the greates. means we can conceive was 


(9) Grotius De Satisfactione. (1) Vide Chapman’s Eusebius. t 
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employed for this end, then we may safely conclude, that the righteousness of God, in the 


forgiveness of sin, could not have been demonstrated by inferior means; and as God cannot 


cease to be a righteous governor, map, in that case, could have had no hope. 


_ The advocates of the second ‘opinion not only speak of the honour of the Diviné law being 
concerned in this transaction; but of the maintenance of the justice of God, in which they 
come substantially to an agreement with those who hold the first opinion; and if so, there 
appears no reason to except to such phrases as a “full equivalent” and “an adequate compen- 
sation,” when soberly interpreted. “An equivalent is something of equal value, or of equal 
force and power, to’something else; but here the value spoken of is judicial value, that which 
is to weigh equally in the mind of a wise, benevolent, and yet strictly righteous Governor ; and 
if the death of Christ for sinners was determined, in his infallible judgment, to be as equal’a 
“demonstration” of his justice, as the personal and extreme punishment of offenders themselves, 
it was, in this judicial consideration of the matter, of equal weight, and therefore of equal value, 
asa means of righteous government ; for which reason, also, it was of equal force, or power, or 
cogency, another leading sense of the term equivalent. “So also, as to the term “compensation,” 
which signifies the weighing of one thing against another, the meking amends. If this be 
interpreted as the former, judicially, the death of Christ for sinners is an adequate compensa- 
tion for their personal punishment, inthe estimation of Divine justice ; because it is, at least, 
an equally powerful demonstration of the righteousness of God, who only in consideration of 
that atonement forgives the sins of offending men. i bs 

Just, however, and significant as these phrases are when thus interpreted, one reason why 
they have been objected to by some orthodox divines is, that they have been used in su port 
of the Antinomian doctrine. On this account they have been by some wholly rejected, and a 
loose and dangerous phraseology introduced, when the reason of the case only required that 
they should be explained. The Antinomian perversion of them, may here be briefly refuted, 
though that doctrine will afterward come under our more direct consideration. 

Tn the first place, the Antinoméians connect the satisfaction of Christ, with the doctrine of 
the imputation of his active righteousness to believers. With them, therefore, the satisfaction 
of Christ means his performing for us that obedience which we were bound to perform. They 
consider our Lord as 2 aeoe for men; so that his perfect obedience to the law should be 
esteemed by God, as done by them; as theirs in legal construction, and that his perfect 
righteousness being imputed to them, renders them legally righteous and sj»tess. The plain 
answer to this is, 1. That we have no such office ascribed in Scripture tothe active righteous- 
ness of Christ, which is only spoken of there in connection with bis atonement, as rendering 
him a fit victim or sacrifice for sin—“he died, the just for the pjust.” 2. That this doctrine 
of the imputation of Christ’s obedience makes his sufferings superfluous. For if he has done 
all that the law required of us, and if this is legally accoited our doing, then are we under no 
penalty of suffering, and his suffering in our stead wa» More than the law and the case required. 
3, That this involves a fiction opposed to the erds of moral government, and shuts out the 
obligation of personal obedience to the law of Gon ; so far, therefore, is it from being a demon- 
stration of God’s righteousness, his rectoral justice, that it transfers the obligation of obedience 
from the subjects of the Divine government to Christ, 2nd leaves man without law, and Gop 
without dominion, which is otviously contrary to tké Scriptures, and favourable to license of 
every kind. 4, This is not satisfaction in any goed sense; it is merely the performance of all 
that the law requires by one person substitutes for another. : : 

Again, the terms full satisfaction and ful equivalent, are taken by the Antinomians in the 
sense of the payment of debts by a surecy for him who has not the means of payment ; as 
though ‘sins were analogous to civil ¢ebts. This proceeds upon the mistake of confounding 
the cancelling of a debt of judicial obligation, with the payment of a debt of money. We have 
already seen the difference betwee the relation of a sinner to his offended Judge and Sovereign, 
and that of a pecuniary debtor ¢#a creditor, and have pointed out the basis of the metaphor, when 
it occurs as a figurative reprSentation in Scripture. Such payment would not be satisfaction 
in the proper sense, whick’ stands opposed to payment, and means the acceptance of some- 
thing in the place of wiat is due, with which the Lawgiver is content. Nor can any such 
sense be forced upon ie term satisfaction, for we have no such representation in Scripture of 
the death of Christ/as that it is, in principle, like the payment of so many talents or pounds 
by one person, for’ so many talents or pounds owing by another, and which thereby cancels all 
future obligation. His atoning act consisted in suffering, “the just for the unjust ;” neither in 
doing just so any holy acts as we were bound to do, nor in suffering the precise quantum of 
pain which we deserved to suffer, neither of which appears in the nature of things to be even 
possible ; hat doing and suffering that which by reason of the peculiar glory and dignity of 
the person thus coming under the bond of the law, both as to obedience and saffering, was 
accounted by Gop to be a sufficient “demonstration of his righteousness,” in.showing mercy 
to ali who truly believe in him. And as this notion of payment in full and kind by a surety 
is contrary to the import of satisfaction, so also is it inconsistent with the import of the phrase, 
a full equivalent. He who pays a. civil debt in full for another, does not yender an equivalent ; 
but gives precisely what the original obligation required. So, if the obedience of Christ were 
equal‘in quantity and degree to all the acts of obedience due by men, and is to be accounted 
theirs, there is no equivalent offered; but the same thing is done, only it is done by another ; 


* ment on this important subject. 


392: THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. . [part 


and if the penal sufferings of Christ were in nature, _quantity, and intensetess, equal to the 
punishment of all sinners, in time and eternity, taken together, and are to be accounted their 
sufferings, no proper equivalent. is offered in the case. The only true sense of the sufferings 
of Christ being a full equivalent for the remission of the punishment due to the guilty, is, that 
they equally availed to the satisfying of Divine justice, and vindicating, the authority*of his 
laws; -that they were equivalent, in the estimation of a just Governor, in the administration 
of his laws, to the punishment of the guilty; equivalent, in effect, to a legal satisfaction, which 
would consist in the enforcement upon the persons of the offenders of the penalty of the 
violated commandment. - isinl t : aapery cud alte 

- Another-consequence to which the Antinomian view leads is, that it makes the justification 
of men, a matter of right not of grace. ert Had 

We can easily, when the doctrine of satisfaction is properly stated, answer the infidel and 
Socinian objection, that it destroys the free and gracious nature.of an act.of forgiveness. For, 
not to urge again.what has before been advanced, that the Father was the fountain of this 
mercy, and “ gave” the Son; the satisfaction was quid recusabile, or such, as God might have 
refused. For if the laws, under which God had placed us, were “holy, just, and good,” which 
is their real character, and.if the penalties attached to, their violation were righteous,“ hich 
must also be conceded, then it would have been righteous, every way consistent with she glory 
of God, and with every perfection of his nature, to haye enforced the penalty... The satisfac- 
tion offered might not be unjust in him to accept, and yet, he was clearly under,no obligation 
to accept it could it have been offered independent of himself, much less could he be under any 
obs hon to provide it, which he did. The offender could have no right to claim sucha provision, 
and it depended, therefore, solely on the will of God, and as such-was.an act of the highest grace, 

Again, the forgiveness of sinners, through an atonement, is. not de jure, that which can be 
claimed as a matter of right. It is made to consist with law, but is not in any sense.by the 
law. However valuable the atonement, yet, independent of the favour and grace of the Law- 
giver, it could not have obtained our pardon. Both must concur in order to this, the kind- 
ness and compassion of the Being offended inducing him.to accept satisfaction, and-such a. satis- 
faction as would render it morally fit and honourable in him to offer forgiveness... ‘By’ grace,” 
therefore, we “are saved;” and nothing that Christ. has done, renders us not deserving of 
punishment, or cancels our obligations as creatures and subjects, as a surety cancels the obli- 
gations of a dchtor, whose debt he pays for him. Forgiveness in God can, therefore, be no other 
than.an act.of high end distinguished mercy. 

We are also to consider, even now that. the atonement has been accepted, and the promise 
of forgiveness proclaimed, Ugon the conditions of repentance and faith, that we claim forgive- 
ness not on the ground of justice, but on that of the faithfulness of God, who has been pleased 
to bind himself by promises; and also that the mercy and grace of Gop are farther illustrated 
by his not proceeding to extremities against us upon our first refusals.of his overtures, of which 
all are in some degree guilty._He exercises toward.us, in all cases, “all long suffering,” and 


calls us not hastily to account for-aur neglect of the Gospel, any more than for the infractions | 


of his law, both which he might do, were his government severe and his mercy reluctani. 

But abundantly as the objection may thus be answered it is not to be satisfactorily refuted, 
on the Antinomian principle, that Christ paid our debt, in the sense of yielding to the law, in 
kind and in quantity, those acts of obedience, or that penalty of suffering, or both, which the 
law required. ‘The matter in that case, on the part of the Father, loses its character of grace, 
and is reduced to a strictly equitable proceeding, oxat least the. mercy is of no higher a kind 
than is the mercy of a creditor who accepts the full emount of his debt from the surety instead 
of the debtor, which is assuredly much below that. love of the Father, to which allusions so 
admiring and so grateful are often made in the New ‘Sestament. The consequences, also, 
become absurd and wholly contradictory to the Scriptures, and such a view of the satisfac- 
tion of Christ is inconsistent with conditions of pardon and eeceptance; for if the debt is in 
this sense actually tendered and aceepted, on what ground cas conditions of release stand ? 
It is, therefore, consistent in the Antinomian scheme, to deny &! conditions of pardon and 
acceptance, and to make repentance and faith merely the means thiaygh which-men come to 
the knowledge of their previous and eternal election. By them, as fulfilled conditions, their 
relation to God is not changed, so that from guilty and condemned criminals they Scanian 
sons of God. Such they were previous to faith, and previous even to. birth, and thus the 
Scripture is contradicted, which represents believers, before repentance and faith. to be the 
children of wrath, even as others.” That passage also in Galatians loses its each “we 
have believed in Jesus Christ, raar we might be justified by the faith of Christ? 

With such explanations of the terms of the first of the two opinions on the satisfaction of 
Christ, above given, it may be taken as fully accordant with the doctrine of the New Testa- 

Another remark may here be in its proper place. It has been sometimes said by theolo- 
gians, sufficiently sound in their general views of the doctrine of the atonement, that we know 
not the vineulum, or bond of connection between the sufferings of Christ and the pardon,of 
sin, and this, therefore, they place among the mysteries of religion. To me this. appears 
rather to arise from obscure views-of the atonement, than from the absence of information. on, 
this point in the Scriptures themselves. Mysteries of love and incomprehensible facts are 
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found, it is true, in the incarnation, humiliation, and sufferings of our Lord ; but the-vinculum, or 
connection of those sufferings, appears to be matter of express revelation, when, it is declared, 
that the death of Christ was “a demonstration of the righteousness of God,” of his righteous» 
character and his just administration, and therefore allowed the honourable exercise of mercy 
without impeachment of justice, or any appeal or relaxation of his laws. If it be meant, in 
this allegation of mystery, and that it 1s not discoverable how the death of Christ is as ade- 
quate a display of the justice of God, as though offenders. had been personally punished, this 
also is clearly in opposition to what the Apostle has said, in the passage which has been so 
often referred to, “‘ Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation, through faith in-his blood, 
to declare his righteousness,” es evdectiv ys dtxatoovyns avre, for & demonstration, or MANIFESTA- 
TION of his righteousness ; nor surely can the particulars before stated, in-explanation.of this 
point, be well weighed, without our perceiving how gloriously the holiness and essen iitaeti- 
tude of God, as well as his rectoral justice, were illustrated by this proceeding; this, surely, 
is manifestation, not mystery. : / ae 
For, generally speaking, it cannot be a matter of difficulty to conceive how the authority of 
a law may be upheld, and the justice of its administration made manifest, even when its 
sews exacted in some other way than the punishment of the party offending. ‘When the 
rian legislator voluntarily suffered the loss. of one of his eyes, to save that of his ‘son con- 
demned by his own statutes to lose both, and did this that the law might neither be repealed 
norexist without efficacy ; who does not see that the authority of his laws was as much, na 
more, impressively sanctioned than if his son had endured the full penalty? - The case, ‘it is . 
true, has in it nothing parallel to the work of Christ, except in that particular which it is here 
adduced to illustrate; but it shows that it is not, in all cases, necessary for the upholding of 
a firm government that the offender himself should be punished. Thisis the natural mode of 
maintaining authority ; but not, in all cases, the only one; and, in that of the redemption of 
man, we see the wisdom of God inits brightest manifestation securing this end, and yet open- 
ing to man the door of hope. The strict justice of the case required that the righteous character 
of the Divine administration should be upheld ; but, in fact, by the sufferings of our Lord being 
made the only means of pardon, it has received a stamp more legible and impressive than the 
extreme punishment of offenders, however awful, while it connects love with justice, and. pre- 
sents God to us at once exact in righteousness and affectingly gracious and merciful. ‘“'The 
Judge himself bore the punishment.of transgression, while he published an amnesty to the 
guilty, and thus asserted the authority, and importance, and worth of the law, by that very 
act which beamed forth love unspeakable, and displayed a compassion which knew no obstacle 
but the unwillingness of the criminals to accept it... The eternal Word became flesh; and 
exhibited, in sufferings and in death, that combination of holiness and mercy which, believed, 


| must excite love, and, if loved, must produce resemblance.” (9) ‘‘ Mercy and truth meet 


together, righteousness and peace kiss each other.” Thus the vinculum, that which connects the 
death of Christ with our salvation, is simply the security which it gives to the righteous 
administration of the Divine government. 

An objection is made by the opponents of the doctrine of atonement to the justice of laying 
the punishment of the guilty upon the innocent, which it will be necessary briefly to consider. 
The objection resolves itself into an inquiry how far such benevolent interpositions of one 
verson for another, as involve sacrifice and suffering, may go without violating justice ; and 
vhen the subject is followed in this direction, the objection will be found to be of no weight. 

That it has always been held a virtue to endure inconveniences, to encounter danger, and 
«ven to suffer for the sake of others, in certain circumstances, cannot be denied, and no one 
las ever thought of controlling such acts by raising any questions as to their justice. Parents 
énd friends not only endure labour and. make sacrifices for their children and connections, but 
dten submit to positive pain in accomplishing that to which their affection prompts them, To 
sve a fellow creature perishing by water or fire, generous minds often expose themselves to 
eat personal risk of life, and even sometimes perish in the attempt; yet the;claims of 
humanity are considered sufficient to justify such deeds, which are never blamed, but always 

plauded. No man’s life, we grant, is at his own disposal; but in all cases where it is agreed 
tat God, the only being who has a right to dispose of life, has left men at liberty to offer their 
lives for the benefit of others; no one questions the justice of their doing it. ‘Thus, when a 

patriot army marches to almost certain destruction to defend its coasts from foreign invasion 
am violence, the established notion that the life.of every man is placed by God at the disposal 
ota country, justifies the hazard. It is still a clearer instance, because matter of revelation, 
that there are cases in which we oughé “to lay down our lives for the brethren,” that is for the 
church and the interests of religion in the world. Christians are called to pursue their duty of 
instructing, and reforming, and saving others, though, in some cases, the active services into 
which they may be led will shorten life ; and in times of persecution it is obligatory upon them 
not only tobe ready to suffer, but to die, rather than deny Christ. No one questions the justice 
of this, because all see that the Author and Lord of the lives of men has given.to them the right 
of thus disposing of life, nor do we ever hear it urged, that it was unjust in him to require 
them to submit to the pain of racks and fires, and other modes of violent death, which they 


(9) Erskine on Revealed Religion. 
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certainly did not deserve, and when, as to any crime meriting public and ignominious death, 
they were, doubtless, innocent. These cases are not adduced as parallel to the death of 
Christ for sinners; but so far they agree with it that, in the ordinary coursé of Providence, 
and by express appointment of God, men suffer and even die for the benefit of others, and in’ 
some cases the morally worthy, the comparatively innocent, die for the istruction, «and, 
instrumentally, for the salvation of the unworthy and vicious. ‘There is a similarity in the 
two cases also in other particulars, as that the suffering danger or death is in both matter of 
choice, not of compulsion or euenom Hy and that there is a right in the parties to choose 
suffering and death, though, as we shall see, this right in benevolent men is of a different kind» 
to that with which Christ was invested. is Ber 

Some writers of great eminence on the doctrine of atonement have urged also, in answer to 
the objection before us, the suffering of persons in consequence of the sins of others, as children 
on account of the crimes of their parents, both by the natural constitution of thmgs and by the 
laws of many states; but the subject does not appear to derive any real illustration from these 
examples; for, as a modern writer well observes, “the principles upon which the Catholic 
opinion is-defended destroy every kind of similarity between these cases and the sufferings of 
Christ. In all such instances of the extension of punishment, persons suffer for sins of which 
they are innocent, but without thcir consent, in consequence of a constitution under which 
they are born, and by a disposition of events which they probably lament’; and their suffering 
is not supposed to have any effect in alleviating the evils incurred by those whose punishment 
they bear.” (1) eee 

In all the cases mentioned above, as most in point in this argument, we grant that there is 
no instance of satisfaction by vicarious punishment; no legal substitution of one person for 
another. “With respect to human governments, they could not justly adopt this principle in 
any case. They could not oblige an innocent person to suffer for the guilty, because that 
would be unjust to him; they could not accept his offer, were he ever'so anxious: to become 
the substitute of another, for that would be unjust to God, since they have no authority from 

- him so to take away the life of one of his creatures, and the person himself has no authority to 

offer it.. With respect to the Divine government, a parallel case is also impossible, because no 
guilty man could be the substitute for his fellows, his own life being forfeited ; and no higher 
creature could be that substitute, of which we are fully assured by this, that if it was necessary 
that Christ, who is infinitely above all creatures, should suffer for us, in order that God might 
be just in justifying the guilty, then his justice could not have been manifested by the interpo- 
sition of any creature whatever in our behalf, and, therefore, the legal obstacle to our pardon 
must have remained in full force. ‘There can be no full parallel to this singular and only case ; 
but yet, as to the question of justice, which is here the only point under consideration, it rests 
on the same principles as those before mentioned. In the case of St. Paul we see a willing 
sufferer; he chooses to suffer and to die “for the elect’s sake,” and that he might publish the 
Gospel to the world. He knew that this would be his lot, and he glories in the prospect. He 
gave up cheerfully what might have remained to him of life by the constitution of nature. Was 
it, then, unjust in God to accept this offering of generous devotedness for the good of mankind, 
when the offering was in obedience to his own will? Certainly not. Was it an unjust act 
toward God, that is, did it violate the right of God over his life, for St. Paul to choose to die 
for the Gospel? Certainly not. For God had given to him the right of thus disposing of his 
life, by making it his duty to die for the truth. The same considerations of choice and right 
unite m the sufferings of our Lord, though the case itsé#f was one of an infinitely higher nature, 
a circumstance which strengthens but does not change the principle. He was a willing substi- 
tute, and choice was in him abundantly more free and unbiassed than it could bein a creature, 
and for this reason, that he was not a creature. His incarnation was voluntary ; and, wher: 
incarnate, his sufferings were still a matter of choice; nor was he, in the same sense as his 
disciples, under the power of men. “No man taketh my life from me; but I lay it down oF 
myself.” He had the right of doing so in a sense that no creature could have. He died no 
only because the Father willed it; not because the right of living or dying had been coneedeé 
to him as a moral trust, as in the case of the Apostles; but because, haying himself the suprem? 
power of life and death, from his boundless benevolence to man, he willed to die; and thus wes 
there, in this substitution, a concurrence of the Lawgiver, and the consent of the substitute. 
To say that any thing is unjust, is to say that the rights of some one are’ invaded; but if, in 
this case, no right was invaded, than which nothing can be more clear, then was theré in tie 
case nothing of injustice as assumed in the objection. The whole resolves itself, therefore, ito 
a question not of justice, but of the wisdom of admitting a substitute to take the place of she 
guilty. In the circumstances, first of the willingness of the substitute to submit to the penalty, 
and secondly ofhis right thus to dispose of himself, the justice of the proceeding is fully cleared ; 
and the question of wisdom is to be determined by this consideration, whether the end of pun- 
ishment could be aswell answered by this translation of the penalty to a substitute as if the 
principals themselves had personally been held to undergo it. This, when the whole evangeli- 
cal scheme is taken into account, embracing the means and conditions by which that substitution 
is made available, and the concomitants by which it is attended, as before exolained, is also 


(1) Hill's Lectures, 
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obvious—the law of God is not repealed nor relaxed, but established; those who continue 
disobedient fall into aggravated condemnation, and those who avail themselves of the mercy 
of God thus conceded, are restored to the capacity and. disposition of obedience, and that 
perfectly and eternally ina future state of existence; so that,‘as the end of punishment is the 
maintenance of the authority of law and the character of the Lawgiver, this end is even more 
abundantly accomplished by this glorious interposition of the compassion and adorable wisdom 
of Gop our Saviour. * bk ats of | afl dy iveag 

So unfounded is this 7a to the doetrine of the vicarious sufferings of Christ ; to which 
we may add, that the difficulty of reconciling those sufferings to the Divine justice does not, 
in truth, lie with us, but with the Socinians. Different opinions, as to the nature and end of 
those sufferings, neither lessen nor heighten them. The extreme and emphatic sufferings of 
our Lord is a fact which stands unalterably upon the record of the inspired history... We who 
regard Christ as suffering by virtue of a voluntary substitution of himself in our room and 
stead, can account for such agonies, and, by the foregoing arguments, can reconcile them to 
justice ; but, as our Lord was perfectly and absolutely innocent, as “he did no sin,” and was, 
in this respect, distinguished from all men who ever lived, and who have all sinned, by being 
entirely “holy and harmless,”:“‘ separated from sinners,” how will they reconcile it to Divine 
justice that he should be thus as preéminent in suffering as he was in virtue, and when, ac- 
cording to them, he sustamed a personai character only, and not a vicarious one? For this 
difficulty they have, and can have no rational solution. : EC. 

As to the passage in Ezekiel xviii, 20, which Socinians sometimes urge against the doctrine 
of Christ’s vicarious passion, it is briefly but satisfactorily answered by Grotius. . “Socinus 
‘ebjects from Ezekiel, ‘The soul that sinneth it shall die; the son shall not bear the iniquity of 
the father, neither shall the father bear the iniquity of the son.’ But in these words God does 
not teach us what he must necessarily do ; but what [ina particular case] he had freely decreed 
to do. - It no more, therefore, follows from hence, that it is unjust altogether for a son to bear 
any part of the punishment of his father’s crime, than that it is unjust for a sinner. not’to die. 
The place itself evinces, that God does not here treat of perpetual and immutable right; but 
of that ordinary course of his providence which he was determined: hereafter to pursue with 
respect to the fom that he might cut off all oceasion of complaint.” (2) « : 


CHAPTER XXI. 
ReDEMPTION—SacriFices oF THE Law. 


Ir has, then, been established, upon the testimony of various texts, in which the doctrine is 
laid down, not if the language of metaphor and allusion, but clearly and expressly, that the 
death of Christ was vicarious and propitiatory ; and that by: it a satisfaction was offered to the 
Divine justice for the transgressions of men; in consideration of which pardon and salvation 
are offered to them in the Gospel through faith; and I have preferred to adduce these clear and 
cogent proofs of this great principle of our religion, in the first place, from those passages in 
the New Testament, in which there are no sacrificial terms, no direct allusions to the atone- 
ments of the law, and other parts of the Levitical piacular system, to show that, independent 
of the jatter class of texts, the doctrine may be established against the Socinians ;-and, also, 
that by having first settled the meaning of the leading passages, we may more satisfactorily 
determine the sense in which the Evangelists and Apostles use the sacrificial terms of the Old 
Testament, with reference to the death of Christ, a subject in which, from its nature, the op- 
ponents of the atonement, find a freedom of remark and license of criticism, by which they-are 
apt to mislead and perplex the unwary. This second class of texts, however, when approached 
by the light of the argument already made good, and exhibited also in that of their own evi- 
dence, will afford the most triumphant refutation of the notions of those, who, to the denial 
of the Godhead of our Lord, add-a proud and Pharisaic rejection of the sacrificial efficacy of 
his death. 

We shall not, in the first instance, advert to the sacrifices under the patriarchal dispensa- 
tion, as to the origin of which a difference of opinion exists, a subject on which some remarks 
will be offered in the sequel. Among the Jews, sacrifices were. unquestionably of Divine 
original ; and as terms taken from them are found applied so frequently to Christ and to his 
sufterings in the New Testament, they serve farther to explain that peculiarity under which, 
as we have seen, the Apostles regarded the death of Christ, and afford additional proof that it 
was considered by them as a sacrifice of expiation, as the grand universal sin offering for the 
whole world. R 

He is announced by John, his forerunner, as “the Lams or Gop ;” and that not with refer- 
ence to meekness or any other moral virtue ; but with an accompanying phrase, which would 
communicate to a Jew, the full sacrificial sense of the term employed—“ the Lamb of Gop 
which TakeTH away the sin of the world.” He is called ‘our PASSOVER, sacrificed for us.” 


(2) De Satisfactione. 
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He is said to have given “himself for us, AN OFFERING and-A SACRIFICE to Gon, for a sweet 
smelling savour.” A a Priest, it was necessary he should have somewhat to offer; and he 
offered himself, “his own blood,” to which is ascribed the washing away of sin, and our eternal 
redemption. He is declared to have “put away sin by the sacriricE OF HIMSELF,” to have 
“BY HIMSELF purged our sins,” to have “‘sanctrFieD the people by his own blood,” to have 
‘offered to Gop one SACRIFICE For sins.” Add to these, and innumerable other similar ex- 

ressions and allusions, the argument of the Apostle in the Epistle to the Hebrews, in which, 
fe proving at length, that the sacrifice of Christ was superior in efficacy to the sacrifices of the 
law, he most unequivocally assumes, that the death of Christ was a sacrifice and sin offering, 
for without that it would no more have been capable of comparison with the sacrifices of the 
law, than the death of John the Baptist, St. Stephen, or St. James, all martyrs and sufferers 
for the truth, who had recently sealed their testimony with their blood. This very ¢om- 
parison, we may boldly affirm, is utterly unaccountable and.absurd on any hypothesis, which 
denies the sacrifice of Christ; for what relation could his death:have to the Levitical immola- 
tions and offerings, if it had no sacrificial character? ‘Nothing could, in fact, :be more mis- 
leading, and even absurd, than to apply those terms, which, both among Jews and Gentiles, 
were in use to express the various processes and means of atonement and piacular propitia- 
tion, if the Apostles and Christ himself did not. intend to represent his death strictly as an 
expiation for sin :—misleading, because such would be the natural and necessary inference from 
the terms themselves, which had acquired this as,their established meaning; and. absurd, be- 
cause if; as Socinians say, they used them métaphorically, there was not even an ideal resém- 
blance between the figure, and that which it was intended to illustrate. So totally irrelevant, 
indeed, will those terms appear to any notion entertained of the death of Christ which excludes 
its expiatory character, that to assume that our Lord and his Apostles used them as meta- 
phors, is profanely to assume them to be such writers as would not in any other case be toler- 
ated ; writers wholly unacquainted with the commonest rules of elocution, and therefore wholly 
unfit to be teachers of others, not only in religion but in things of inferior importance. 

The use of such terms, we have said, would not only be wholly absurd, but criminally mis- 
leading to the Gentiles, as well as to the Jews, who were first converted to Christianity. To 
them the notion of propitiatory offerings, offerings to avert the displeasure of the gods, and 
which expiated the crimes of offenders, was most familiar, and the corresponding terms in con- 
stant use.. ‘The bold denial of this by Dr. Priestley, might well bring upon him the reproof of 
Archbishop Magee, who, after establishing this pomt from the Greek and, Latin writers, ob- 
serves, “So clearly does their language announce the notion of a propitiatory atonement, that if 
we would avoid:an imputation on Dr. Priestley’s fairness, we are driven, of necessity, to ques- 
tion the extent of his acquaintance with those writers.” "The reader may consult the instances 
given by this writer, in No. 5 of his Illustrations appended to his Discourses on the Atonement; 
and particularly the tenth chapter of Grotius’ De Satisfactione, whose learning has most ampl 
illustrated and firmly settled this view of the Heathen sacrifices. ‘The use to be made of thi 
in the argument is, that as the Apostles found the very terms they used with reference to the 
nature and efficacy of the death of Christ, fixed in an expiatory signification among the Greeks, 
they could not, in honesty, use them in a distant figurative sense, much less ina contrary one, 
without due notice of their having invested them with a new import being given to their read- 
ers. From ayos, a pollution, an impurity, which was to be expiated by sacrifice, are: derived 
aynvo and aycafw which denote the act of expiation; xa8aipw too, to purify, cleanse, is applied 
to the effect of expiation; and sAa%w denotes the method of propitiating the gods by: sacrifice. 
‘These, and other words of similar import, are used by the authors of the Septuagint, and by’ 
the Evangelistsiand Apostles; but they give no notice of using them in any strange and altered 
sense; and when they apply them to the death of Christ, they must, therefore, be understood 
to use them in their received meaning. <a 

In like manner the Jews had their expiatory sacrifices, and the terms and phrases used in. 
them are, in like manner, employed by the Apostles.to characterize the death of their Lord ; 
and they would have been as guilty of misleading their Jewish as their Gentile readers; had 
they employed them in a new sense, and without warning, which, unquestionably, they; 
never gave. ding ; 

The force of this has been felt, and as, in order to avoid it, the two points, the expiatory 
nature of the Jewish sacrifices and their typical signature have been questioned, it will be 
necessary to establish each. ; 

As to the expiatory nature of the sacrifices of the law, it is not necessary to show that ail 
the Levitieal offerings were of this character. There were also offerings for persons and for 
things prescribed for purification, which were incidental; but even they grew out of the lead 
ing notion of expiatory sacrifice, and that legal purification which resulted fiom the forgiveness 
of sins. It is enough to show, that the grand and eminent sacrifices of the Jews were strictly 
expiatory, and that by ee offerers were released from punishment.and death, for which 
ends they were appointed by the Lawgiver. c ; 

When we speak, too, of vicarious sacrifice, we do not. mean, either on the one hand, such a 
substittition as that the victim should bear the same quantum of pain and suffering as the 
offender himself; or, on the other, that it was put in the place of the offender as a mere sym- 
bolical act, by which he confessed his desert of punishment ; but a substitution made by Divine 
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appointment, by which the victim was exposed to sufferings and death instead of the offender, 
in virtue of which the offender himself should be released. In this view one can scarcely 
conceive why so able a writer as Archbishop Magee should prefer to use the term “ vicarious 
import,” rather than the simple and established term “ vicarious ;” since the Antinomian notion 
of substitution may be otherwise sufficiently guarded ‘against, and: the phrase “ vicarious 
import” is certainly capable of being resolved into that figurative notion of mere symbolical 
action, which however plausible, does m fact deprive the ancient sacrifices of their typical, and: 
the oblation of Christ of its real efficacy. ‘ Vicarious acting, is acting for another; vicarious suf 
fering, is suffering for another; but the nature and circumstances of that suffermg in the case 
of Christ, is to be determined by the doctrine of Scripture at large, and not wholly by the term 
itself, which is, however, nisefil for this purpose, (and therefore to be preserved,) that it indi- 
cates the sense in which those who use it understand the declaration of Scripture, that Christ 
‘died ror us,” to be that he died not merely for our benefit, but in our stead ; in other words, 
that but for his having died, those who believe in him would personally have suffered that 
death which is the penalty of every violation of the law of Gon. 

That sacrifices under the law were expiatory and vicarious, admits of abundant proof. 

‘The chief objections made to this doctrine, are, first, that under the law, in all capital 
eases, the offender, upon legal proof or conviction, was doomed to die, and that no sacrifice 
could exempt him from the-penalty, Secondly, that in all lower cases to which the law had 
not attached capital punishment, but pecuniary mulcts, or personal labour or servitude, upon 
their non-payment, this penalty was to’be strictly executed, and none could plead airy privi+ 
lege or exemption on account of sacrifice ; and that when sacrifices were ordained with a 
pecuniary mulct, they are to be regarded im the light of fine, one part of which was paid to the 
state, the other to the church. This was the mode of argument adopted by the author of “the 
Moral Philosopher,” and nothing of weight has been added to these objections since. 

Now much of this may be granted, without any prejudice to the argument ; and, indeed, is 
no more than the most orthodox writers on this subject have often adverted to. The law, 
under which the Jews were placed, was at once, as to them, both a moral and a political law ; 
and the Lawgiver excepted certain offences from the benefit of a pardon, which implied 
exemption from temporal death, which was the state penalty, and therefore would accept no 
atonement for such transgressions. Blasphemy, idolatry, murder, and adultery, were those 
“presumptuous sins” which were thus exempted, and the reason will be seen in the political 
relation of the people to Gop. In refusing this exemption from: punishment in this world, in 
certain cases, respect was had to the order and benefit of society. Running parallel, however, 
with this political application of the law to the Jews as subjects of the theocracy, we see the 
authority of the moral law kept dyer them as men and creatures; and if these “presumptuous 
sins,” of blasphemy and idolatry, of murder and adultery, and a few others, were the only 
capita crimes, considered politically, they were not the only capital crimes, considered morally, 
that is, there were other crimes which would have subjected the offender to death, but for this 
provision of expiatory oblations. The true question then is, whether such sacrifices were 
appointed by God, and accepted instead of the personal punishment or tire of the offender, 
which otherwise would have been forfeited, as in the other eases; and if so, if the life of animal 
sacrifices was accepted instead of the life of man, then the notion that they were mere mulcts 
and pecuniary penalties falls to the ground, and the vicarious nature of rnost of the Levitical 
oblations is established. 

That other offences, besides those above mentioned, were capital, that is, exposed the 
offender to death, is clear from this, that all offences against the law had this capital character. 
As death was the sanction of the commandment given to Adam, so every one who transgressed 
any part of the law of Moses became guilty of death; every man was accursed, that is, devoted 
io die, who “continued not in all things written in the book of the law ;” “the man only that 
doeth these things shall live by them,” "was the rule; and it was, therefore, to redeem the 
offenders from this penalty that sacrifices were appointed. So, with reference to the great day 
of expiation, we read, “ For on that day shall the priest make an atonement for you, to cleanse 
you, that hes may be clean from all your sins ; and this shall be an everlasting statute unto 
you, tomake an atonement for the children of Israel for all their sins, oncea year,” Lev. xvi, 30-34, 

To prove that this was the intention and effect of the annual sacrifices of the Jews, we need 
do little more than refer to Leviticus xvii, 10, 11, “I will set my face against that soul that 
eateth blood, and will cut him off from among his people. For the life of the flesh is in the blood ; 
and Ihave given it to you upon the altar to make an atonement for your souu: for it is the 
blood that maketh an atonement for rue sout.” Here the blood which is said to make atone- 
ment for the soul, is the blood of the victims, and to make an atonement for the soul, is the 
same as to be a ransom for the soul, as will appear by referring to Exodus xxx, 12-16, and to 
bea ransom for the soul, is to'avert death. “ They shall give every man a ransom for his soul 
unto the Lord, that there be no plague among them,” by which their lives might be suddenly 
taken away. The “soul” is also here used obviously for the life; the blood, or the life, of the 
victims i all the sacrifices, was substituted for the life of man, to preserve him from death, and 


the victims were therefore vicarious. (3) 


(3) Vide Outram de Sacrif, lib, 1, ¢. xxii 
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The Hebrew word rendered atonement, pa, signifying primarily to cover, overspread, has 
been the subject of gome evasive criticisms. It comes, however, in the secondary sense to 
signify atonement, or propitiation, because the effect. of that is to cover, or, in Scripture mean~ 
ing, to obtain the forgiveness of offences. _The Septuagint, also, renders it by efiAacxopas, to 
appease, to make propitious, It is used, indeed, where the means of atonement are not. of the 
sacrificial kind, but these “instances equally serve to evince the Scripture sense of the tern, 
in cases of transgression, to be that of reconciling the offended Deity, by averting his diplea- 
sure ; so that when the atonement for sin is said to be made by sacrifice, no doubt can remain, 
that the sacrifice was strictly a sacrifice Of propitiation. Agreeably to this conclusion we 
find it expressly declared, in the several cases of piacular oblations for transgression of the 
Divine commands, that the sin for which atonement was made by those oblations,~should be 
Sorgiven.” (4) 

As the notion that the sacrifices of the law were not vicarious, but mere mulcts and fines, is 
overturned by the general appointment of the blood to be an atonement for the souls, the forfeited 
lives of men, so also is it contradicted by particular instances. Let us refer. to Lev. v, 15, 16, 
“Jf a soul commit a trespass, and sin through ignorance, in the holy things of the Lord, he 
shall make amends for the harm that he hath done in the holy thing, and shall add a fifth part 
thereto, and shall give it to the priest.” . Here, indeed, is the proper “fine” for the trespass ; 
but it is added, “he shall bring for his trespass unto the Lord, a ram without blemish, and the 
priest shall make atonement for him, with the ram of the trespass offermg, and it shall be for- 
given him.” ‘Thus, then, so far from the sacrifice being the fine, the fine is distinguished from 
it, and with the ram only was the atonement made to the Lord for his trespass. “Nor can the 
ceremonies, with which the trespass and sin offerings were accompanied, agree with any 
notion but that of their vicarious character. The worshipper, conscious of his trespass, 
brought an animal, his own property, to the door of the tabernacle. | This was nota eucha- 
ristical act, not a memorial of mercies received, but of sins committed. He laid his hands 
‘upon the head of the animal, the symbolical act, of transfer of punishment, then slew it with 
his own hand, and delivered it to the priest, who burnt the fat and part of the animal upon _ 
the altar, and having sprinkled part of the blood upon the altar, and, in some cases, upon the 
offerer himself, poured the rest at the bottom of the altar. And.thus, we are told, “the priest 
shall make an atonement for him, as concerning his sin, and it shall be forgiven him.” . So 
clearly is it made manifest by these actions, and by the description of their nature and end, 
that the animal bore the punishment of the offender, and that by this appointment he was 
reconciled to God, and obtained the forgiveness of his offences. ee 

An equally strong proof, that the life of the animal sacrifice was accepted in place of the life _ 
of man, is afforded by the fact, that atonement was required by the law to be made, by sin 
offerings and burnt offerings, for even bodily distempers and disorders. It is not necessary to 
the argument to explain the distinctions between these various oblations ,(5) nor yet to inquire 
into the reason which required propitiation to be made for corporal infirmities, which, in many 
cases, could not be avoided. They were, however, thus connected with sin as the cause of all _ 
these disorders, and God, who had placed his residence among the Israelites, insisted upon a 
perfect ceremonial purity, to impress upon them a sense of his moral purity, and the necessity 
of purification of mind. Whether these were the reasons, or whatever other reason there might 
be in the case, and whether it is at all discoyerable by us, all such unclean persons were liable 
to death, and were exempted from it only by animal sacrifices. This appears from the con- 
clusion to all the Levitical directions concerning thegeremonial to be followed in all such cases. 
Lev. xv, 31, “Thus shall ye separate the children of Israel from their uncleanness; THAT THEY 
Die Nor in (or by) their uncleanness, when they defile my tabernacle which is among them2? So 
that by virtue of the sin offerings, the children of Israel were saved from a death, which other- 
wise they would have suffered for their uncleanness, and that by substituting the life of the — 
animal for the life of the offerer. Nor can it be urged, that death is, in these instances, threat-, 
ened only as a punishment of not observing these laws of purification, for the reason given in 
the passage just quoted, for the threatening of death is not hypothetical upon their not brine- 
ing the prescribed atonement, but is grounded upon. the fact of “defiling the tabernacle of the 
Lord, which was among them,” which is supposed to be done by all uncleanness as such, in 
the first instance. ; 

Asa farther proof of the vicarious character of the principal sacrifices of the Mosaic economy, 
we may instance those statedly offered for the whole congregation. Every day were offered 
two lambs, one in the morning and the other in the evening, “for a continual burnt offermg.” 
To these daily victims were to be added, weekly, two other lambs for the burnt offermg of 
every Sabbath. None of these could be considered in the light of fines for offences, since they 
were offered for no particular persons, and must be considered, therefore, unless resolved into 
an unmeaning ceremony, piacular and vicarious, ‘To pass over, however, the monthly sacri- 
fices, and those offered at the great feasts, it is sufficient to fix upon those which are so often 
alluded to in the Epistle to the Hebrews, offered on the solemn anniversary of expiation.. On 
that day, to other prescribed sacrifices, were to be added another ram for a burnt offering, and 
another goat, the most eminent of all the sacrifices, for a sin offering, whose blood was to be 


(4) Magee’s Discourses, voli, page 382 +. (5) On this subject, see Outram De Sacrificiis. 
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carried by the high priest into the inner sanctuary, which was not done by the blood of any - 

* other victim, except the bullock, which was offered the same day as a sin offering for the family 

of Aaron. “The circumstances of this ceremony, whereby atonement was to be made ‘for 

all the sins’ of the whole Jewish people, are so strikingly significant that they deserve a par- 

‘ticular detail. On the day appointed for this general expiation, the priest is commanded to 

offer a bullock. and a goat, as sin offerings, the one for himself and the other for the people, and 
having sprinkled the blood of these, in due form, before the mercy seat, to lead forth a second 
goat, denominated the scape-goat ; and after laying both his hands upon the head of the scape- 
goat, and confessing over him all the iniquities of the people to put them upon the head of the 
goat,‘and to send the animal, thus bearing the sins of the people; away into the wilderness ; in 
this manner expressing, by an action which cannot be misunderstood, that the atonement, which 
it is affirmed was to be effected by the sacrifice of the sin offering, consisted in removing from 
the people their iniquities by this translation of them tothe animal. For it is to be remarked, 
that the ceremony of the scape-goat, is nota distinct one; ‘it is a continuation of the process, 
and is evidently the concluding part, and symbolical consummation of the sin offering. So 
that the transfer of the iniquities of the people ay the head of the scape-goat and the bearing 
them away into the wilderness, manifestly imply, that the atonement effected by the sacrifice 
of the sin offering consisted in the transfer, and consequent removal of those iniquities.” (6) 

_ _- How, then, is this impressive and singular ceremonial to be explained? Shall we resort to 
the notion of mulcts and fines? but if so, then this and other stated sacrifices must be considered 
in the light of penal.enactments. But this canhot agree with the appointment of such sacrifices 
annually in succeeding generations—“this shall be a statute for ever unto you.” The law 
appoints a certain day in the year for expiating the sins both of the high priest himself and of 
the whole congregation, and that for all high priests, and all generations of the congregation. 
Now, could a law be enacted, inflicting a certain penalty, at a certain time, upon a whole peo- 
ple, as well as upon their high priest, thus preswning upon their actual transgression of it? ‘The 
sacrifice was also for sins in general, and yet the penalty, if it were one, 1s not greater than 
individual persons were often obliged to undergo for single trespasses. Nothing, certainly, can 
be more absurd than this hypothesis. (7) : 

Shall we account for it by saying, that sacrifices were offered for the benefit of the worshipper, 
but exclude.the notion of expiation? But here we are obliged to confine'the benefit to reconci- 
ation and the taking away of sins, and that by the appointed means of the shedding of blood, 
and the’ presentation of blood in the holy place, accompanied b y the expressive ceremony of 
imposition of hands upon the head. of the victim, the import of which act is fixed beyond all 
centroversy, by the priest’s confessing, at the same: time, over that victim, the sins of all the 
people, and imprecating upon its head the vengeance due to them. (8) a OG 

Shall we content ourselves with merely saying that this was a symbol; but the question 
remains of what was it a symbol? To determine that, let the several parts of the symbolic 
action be enumerated. Here is confession of sin—confession before God, at the door of his 
tabernacle—the. substitution of-a victim—the figurative transfer of sins‘to that victim—the 
shedding of blood, which God appointed to make atonement for the soul—the carrying the 
blood into the holiest place, the very permission of which clearly marked the Divine acceptance 
—the bearing away of iniquity—and the actual reconciliation of the people to God. If, then, 
this is symbolical, it-has nothing correspondent with it; it never had or can have any thing 
correspondent to it but the sacrificial death of Jesus Christ, and the communication of the 
benefits of his passion in the forgiveness of sins to those that believe in him, and their reconci- 
liation with God. 

Shall we, finally, say, that those sacrifices had respect not to God to obtain pardon by 
expiation; but to the offerer, teaching him moral lessons, and calling forth moral dispositions ? 
we answer, that this hypothesis leaves many of the essential circumstances of the ceremonial 
wholly unaccounted for. The tabernacle and temple were erected for the residence of God, 
by his own command. There it was his will to be approached, and to these sacred places the 
victims were required to be brought. Any where else they might.as well have been offered, 
if they had-had respect only to the offerer; but they were required to be brought to God, to be 
offered according to a prescribed ritual, and by an order of men appointed for that purpose. 
“But there is no other reason why they should be offered in the sanctuary, than this, that they 
were offered to the inhabitant of the sanctuary; nor could they be offered to him without 
having respect to him, or without his being the object of their efficacy, as in the case of solemn 
prayers addressed to him, There were some victims whose blood, on the day of atonement, 
was to be carried into the inner sanctuary ; but for what purpose can we suppose the blood to 
have been carried into the most sacred part of the Divine residence, and that on the day of 
atonement, except to obtain the favour of him in whose presence it was sprinkled?” (9) To 
this we may add, that the reason given for these sacred services is not in any case a mere moral 
effect to be produced upon the minds of the worshippers; they were to make atonement, that 
is to avert God’s displeasure, that the people might not “pie.” 

We may find also another most explicit illustration in the sacrifi e of the Passover. The 
sacrificial character of this offering is strongly marked ; for it was, Corsan, an offering brought 


(6) Magee’s Discourses. (7) Vide Chapman’s'Busebias. (8) Lev. xvi, 21. (9) Outram De Sacrificiis. 


=* 


' a er ell * = 


oa 4 ° *s Pas ES 

» 3 3 Pe 2 Pe op 7 ee 

paren ~ ’ > + - Si. 2 
ao". 2 ‘THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES: ) {PART 
ps « 5, : & 


pablo aens ; it-was slain in the sanctuary, and the blood sprinkled upon the altar by the 


riests. It derives ‘its name from the passing over, and sparing the houses of the Israelites, on” 
the door posts of which the blood of the mmolated lamb was agentes when the first born in 
the hse of the eyptians were slain; and thus we have | nother instance of life being 
spared by th stituted means of animal sacrifice. Nor need we confine ourselves to particular 


instances—“ almost all things,” says an- authority, who surely knew-his subject, “are by the 
law purged. with blood, aad wxhou shedding of blood there is no remission.” st 

By their very law and by constant usage, then, were the Jews familiarized to the notion of 
expiatory sacrifice, as well as by the history contained in their sacred books, es ecially in 


Genesis, which speaks of the vicarious sacrifices offered by the patriarchs, and the book of 


_ Job, in whieh that patriarch is recorded to have offered sacrifices for the supposed sins of his 


sons, and Eliphaz is commanded by a divine oracle, to offer a burnt offering for himself and 
his friends, “lest God should deal with them after their folly.” Bs ios 
- On the sentiments of the uninspired Jewish writers on this point, the substitution of the life 
of the animnal for that of the offerer, and, pre re eg ss Sap of their sacrifices, 
Outram has given many quotations from their writings, which the reader may consult in his 
work on Sacrifices. _. Two or three only need be adduced by way of specimen. R. Levi Ben bg 
Gerson says, “the imposition of the hands of the offerers was designed to indicate, that their » 
sins were removed from themselves, and transferred to the animal.” Isaac Ben Arama—“he — 
transfers his sins from himself, and lays them upon the head of his victim.”. R. Moses Ben — 
Nachman says, with respect to a sinner offering a victim, “It was just that his blood should. 
be shed, and that his body should be burned; but the Creator, of his mercy, accepted this — 
victim from him, as his substitute and ransom; that the blood of the animal might be shed 
instead of his blood; that is, that the blood of the animal might be given for his life.” 
Full of these ideas of vicarious expiation, then, the Apostles wrote and spoke, and the Jews 
of their time and im subsequent ages heard and read the books of the New Testament. The 
Socinian.pretence is, that the inspired penmen used the sacrificial terms which occur in their _ 
writings figuratively ; but we not only reply, as before, that they could not do this honestly, _ 
unless they had given notice of this new application of the established terms of the Jewish 
theology ; but that if this be assumed, their writings leave us wholly at a loss to discover what 
it really.was which they intended to teach by these sacrificial terms and allusions. They are, 
themselves, utterly silent as to this, and the varying theories of those-;who reject the doctrine. 
of atonement, in fact, confess that their writings afford no solution of the difficulty. If, there- 
fore, it is blasphemous to suppose, on the one hand, that inspired men should write on pur- 
pose to mislead; so, on the.other, is it utterly inconceivable that, had they only been ordinary 
writers, they should construct a figurative language out of terms which had a definite and 
established sense, without giving any intimation at all that they employed them otherwise than 
im their received meaning, or telling us why they adopted them.at all, and more especially 
when they knew that they must be interpreted, both by Jews and Greeks, in a sense which, 
if the Socmians are right, was in direct opposition to that which they intended to convey. 
This will, however, appear with additional evidence, when the typical, as well as the 
expiatory character of the legal sacrifices are considered. In strict argument, the latter does 
not depend.upon the former, and-if the oblations of the Mosaic institute had not been inten- 
tionally adumbrative of the one oblation of Christ, the argument, from their vicarious and 
expiatory character, would still have been valid, For if the legal sacrifices were atforett in 
plete of the offender, blood for blood, life for life, aad if the death of Christ is represented to ~ 
e, In as true a sense, a sacrifice and expiation, then is the doctrine of the New Testament 


_ writers,.as to the expiatory character of the death of our Lord, explicitly established. 


That the Levitical sacrifices were.also rypEs, is another argument, and accumulates the 
already preponderating evidence, ac 2 

A type, in the theological sense, is defined by systematic writers to be a sign or example, 
prepared and designed by Gop to prefigure some future thing. It is required that it should 
represent (though the degree of clearness may be very different in different instances) this 
future object, either by something which it has in common with it, or in being the symbol of 
some property which it possesses ;—that it should be prepared and designed by God thus to 
represent its antitype, which circumstance distinguishes it from a simile,‘and from hierogly= 
phic ;—that it should give place to the antitype so soon as the latter appears; and that the 
efficacy of the antitype should exist in the type in appearance only, or in a lower degree. (1). 
‘These may be considered as the general, properties of a type. raat Samy. 

Of this kind are the views given us, in the sacred Scriptures of the New Testament, of the 
Levitical dispensation, and of many events and examples of the Mosaic history. "Thus St. Paul 
calls the meats and drinks, the holy days, new moons, and sabbaths of the Jews, including in 
them the services performed in the celebration of these festivals, “a shadow of things:to come :” 
“the body” of which shadow, whose form the, shadow generally-and faintly exhibited “is 
Christ.” Again, when speaking of the things which happened to the Israelites, in the wilder-. 
ness, he calls them ‘ensamples” (rumor) types, “written for our admonition, upon whom the 
ends of the world are come.” “In Hebrews x, 1, the same Apostle, when he discourses - 


(1) Vide Outram De Sacrificiis, 
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only to be explained idering the history of that people as designedly and, by appoint~ 
_. ment, typic , Mates happened for types ; and that, -by types, the Apostle medroch $3 
‘ nany other Bcc might just as well have afforded; besos are “they were written 
that is, for the admonition of © 


- were recorded; by this act of God they were made types in the highest sense; and couldnot 


is called the spiritual rock, and that rock, adds the Apostle, “was Christ ; but. in what con- 
éeivable meaning, except as it was an appointed type of him? alee ak” 
This is St. Paul’s general description of the typical character of “the church in the wilder- 
ness.” In the other passages quoted, he adduces, in particular, the Levitical services. He 
calls the ceremonial of the law “a shadow” (cxea;) in the Epistle to the Colossians, he opposes 
' this shadow to “the body,” in that to the Hebrews, to “the very image ;” by which he obviously 
means the reality of “ the good things” adurtbaeed: or their essential form or substance. Now 
whether we take the word oxa for the shadow of the body of man; or for a faint delineation, 
vor sketch, to be succeeded by a finished picture, it is clear, that whatever the law was, it was 
by Divine appointment; and as there is a relation between the shadow and the body which 
roduces it, and the sketch or outline and the finished picture, so if by Divine appointment the 
'w was this shadow of good things to come, which is what the Apostle asserts, then there 
San intended relation of one to the other, quite independent of the figurative and rhetorical 
“use which might be made of a mere accidental comparison. If the Apostle speaks figuratively 
only, then the. law is to be supposed to have no appointed relation to the Gospel, as a shadow 
or sketch of good things to come, and this relation is one of imagination only; if the relation 
‘was a designed and an appointed one, then the resolution of the Apostle’s words into figurative 
allusion cannot be maintained. But, farther, the Apostle grounds an argument upon these 
types; an argument, too, of the most serious kind; an argument for renouncing the law and 
embracing the Gospel, upon the penalty of eternal danger‘to the soul: no absurdity can, there- 
retin greater than to suppose him to argue so weighty and important a question upon a 


ion of one thing to another existing only in the imagination, and not' appointed by God; 
and if the. iow WES 50 appointed, itis of that instituted and adumbrative kind which con- 
stitutes a type in its special and theological sense. 

Of this appointment and designation of the tabernacle service to be a shadow of good things 
tocome, the ninth chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews affords several direct and unequivocal 
declarations, So verse 7 and 8, “But. into the second went the high priest alone, once every 

ear, not without blood, which he offered for himself, and for the errors of the people; the 
Ly Guosr sieniryine this (showing, declaring by this type,) that the way into the holiest 
~ of all was not yer made manifest.” Here we have the declaration of a doctrine by type, which 
is surely very different to the figurative use of a fact, employed to embellish and enforce an 
“argument by a subsequent writer, and this is also referred to the design and intention of the 
“Holy Ghost” himself, at the time when the Levitical ritual was prescribed, and this typical 
declaration was to continue until the new dispensation should be introduced. In verse 9, the 
tabernacle itself is called a figure, or parable: “Which was a figure (mapaSodn) for the time 
then present.” It was a ee PY which the evangelical and spiritual doctrines were taught; 
it was an appointed parable, because limited to a certain time, “for the time then present,” that 
is, until the bringing in of the things signified, to which it had this designed relation. Again, 
“verse 23,.“the things under the law” are called “patterns (representations) of things in the 
heavens ;” and in verse 24, the holy places made with hands are denominated “the figures,” 
(antitypes) “of the true.” Were they then representations and antitypes only in St. Pauls 
imagination, or in reality and by appointment? "Read his argument: “It was necessary, that 
the patterns of things in the heavens should _ purified with these; but the heavenly things 
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themselves, with better sacrifices than these.” On the hypothesis that sacrificial terms and 
allusions are employed figuratively only by the Apostle, what kind of argument, we may ask, 
is this? On what does the common necessity of the purification, both of the earthly and the 
heavenly tabernacle, by sacrifices, though different in their degree of value and efficacy, rest? 
Could the Apostle say that this was necessary, to afford him a figurative embellishment in 
writing his Epistle? The necessity is clearly grounded upon the relation instituted by the 
Author of the Levitical economy himself; the heavenly places were not te be entered by ay 
ners, but through the blood of “better sacrifices ;”.and to teach this doctrine early to mankind, 
it was “necessary” to-purify the earthly tabernacle, and thus give the people access to it only 
by the blood of the inferior sacrifices, that both they and the tabernacle might be the types of 
evangelical and heavenly things, and that they might be taught the only means of obtainmg 
access to the tabernacle in heaven. There was, therefore, in setting up these “patterns,” an 
intentioned adumbration of these future things, and hence the word. used is vrodeypa, the im- 
port of which is shown in chap.-viii, 5, -where it is associated with the term, the shadow of 
heavenly things,—“ who serve unto, the example and shadow of heavenly things,” or “these” 
priests “ perform the service with a representation and shadow of the heavenly things.” 
- “The sacrificial ceremonies, then, of the Levitical institute, are clearly established to be 
typical, and have all the characters which constitute a type in the received theological sense. 
hey are represented by St. Paul, in the passages which have been under consideration, as 
adumbrative ; as designed and appointed to be so by God; as having respect to things future, 
to Christ and to his sacerdotal ministry; as being inferior in efficacy to the antitypes which 
correspond to them, the “better sacrifices,” of which he speaks; and they were all displaced 
by the antitype, the Levitical ceremony being repealed by the death and ascension of 
our Lord. 3 : 

Since then, both the eapiatory and the typical characters of the Jewish sacrifices were so 
clearly held bythe writers of the New Testament, there can be no rational doubt as to the 
sense in which they apply sacrificial terms and allusions, to deseribe the nature and effect of 
the death of Christ. As the offering of the animal sacrifice took ae sin, that is, obtained 
remission for offences against the’‘law, we can be at no loss to know what the Baptist means, 
when, pointing to Christ, he exclaims, “Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin 
of the world.” As there was a transfer of suffering and death, from the offender to the legally 
clean and sound victim, so Christ: died, “the just for the unjust ;” as the animal sacrifice was 
expiating, so Christ is our cacpos, propitiation, or expiation ; as by the Levitical oblations men 
were reconciled to Gop, so “we, when enemies, were reconciled to God. by the death of his 
Son;” as, under thelaw, “without shedding of blood there was no remission,” so, as to 
Christ, we are “justified by his blood,” and have “redemption through his blood, the remission 
of sins ;” as by the blood of the appointed sacrifices, the holy places, made with hands, were 
made accessible to the Jewish worshippers, that blood, being carried into them, and sprinkled 
bi the high priest, so “Christ entered once, with his own blood into the holy place, having 
obtained eternal redemption for us,” and has thus opened for usa “new and living way” inte 
the celestial sanctuary ; as the blood of the Mosaic oblations was the blood of the Old Testa- 
ment, so, he himself says, “this-is my blood of the New Testament, shed for the remission of 
sins ;” as it was a part of the sacrificial solemnity, in some instances, to feast upon the victim ; 
So, with direct reference to this, our Lord also declarés that he would give his own “flesh for 
the life of the world ;” and that “ whoso eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath eternal 
life; for my flesh is meat DEED, and my blood isUrink INDEED ;” that is, it is in truth and 
reality what the flesh and blood ofthe Jewish victims were in type. 

The instances of this use of sacrificial terms are, indeed, almost innumerable, and enough, 
I trust, has been said to show that they-could not be employed in a inerely figurative sense; 
nevertheless there are two or three passages in which they occur as the basis of an argument 
which depends upon taking them in the received sense, with a‘ brief consideration of which we 
may conclude this part of the subject. ” 

When St. Paul, in writing to the Corinthians, says,-“for he hath made him to be sin for 
us, who knew no sin,” or “him who knew no sin, he-hath made to be sin for us, that we might 
be made the righteousness of God in him,”,he concludes a discourse upon our reconciliation to 
Gop, and lays this down as the general. principle upon which that reconciliation, of which he ~ 
has been speaking, is to be explained and enforced. Here, then, the question is, in what sense 
Christ was Mabe sin for us. Not, certainly, as to the guilt of it; for it is expressly said, that 
“he knew no sin;” but as to the expiation of it, by his personal sufferings, by which he 
delivers the guilty from punishment. For the phrase is manifestly taken from the sin offerings 
of the Old Testament, which are there sometimes called “sins,” as being offerings for sin, 
and because the animals sacrificed represented.the sinners themselves, ‘Thus, Lev. tv, 21, the 
heifer to be offered, is called, in our translation, more agreeably to our idiom, “a sin offering 
for the congregation ;” but, in the LX°X, it is denominated “rue sin of the congregation.” 
So, also, in verse 29, as to the red heifer which was to be offered for the sin of private persons, 
the person offending was “to lay his hand upon the head of the sin offering,” as we nightly 
interpret it; but, in the LXX, “upon the head of his sin,” agreeably to the Hebrew word, 
which signifies indifferently either sin or the offering for it. Thus, again, in Ley. vi, 25, ‘ This 
is the law of the sin offering,” in the Greek, “This is the law.of sin ;” which also has, “they 
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shall slay the sins before the Lord,” for the sin offerings. 'The Greek of the Apostle Paul is 
thus easily explained by that of the LXX, and affords a natural exposition of the passage— 
“Him who knew no sin, God hath made sin for us,” as the sin offerings of the law were made 
sins for offenders, the death of innocent creatures exempting from death those who were really 
‘criminal. (2) This allusion to the Levitical sin offerings is also established by the connection 
of Christ’s sin offering with our reconciliation. Such was the effect of the sin offerings among 
the Jews, and such, St. Paul tells us, is the effect of Christ being made a sin offering for us; a 
sufficient proof that he does not use the term figuratively, nor speak of the indirect but of the 
direct effect of the death of mt - eeremalling us to Gop. 

-. Again, in Ephes. v, 2, “Christ loved us, and gave himself for us, an offering and sacrifice to 
Ged, for a sweet smelling savour.” Here, also, he uses the very terms ap Tied to the Tenia 
sacrifices. How, then, could a Jew, or even a Gentile, understand him? ould an inspired 
man use sacrificial language without a sacrificial sense, and merely amuse his readers with the 
sound of words without meaning, or employ them, without notice being given, in a meaning 
which the readers were not accustomed to affix to them? -The argument forbids this, as well 
as the reason and honesty of the case. His object was to impress the Ephesians with the 
deepest-sense of the love of Christ; and he says, “Christ Loven us; and gave up himself for 
us ;” and then explains the mode in which he thus gave himself up for us, that is in our room 
and stead, “‘an orFERING and sacriFice to God, for a sweet smelling savour ;” by which his 
readers could only understand, that. Christ gave himself up a sacrifice for them, as other 
sacrifices had been given up for them, “in the way of expiation, to obtain for them the mere 
and favour of Gop.” The cavil of Crellius and his followers on this passage is easily pit som 
He says, that the phrase “‘a sweet smelling savour,” is scarcely ever used of sin offerings or 
expiatory sacrifices; but of burnt offerings, and peace offerings, by which expiation was not 
made. But here are two mistakes. The first lies in assuming that burnt offerings were not 
expiatory, whereas they are.said “to make atonement,” and were so considered by the Jews, 
though sometimes also they were eucharistic. The second mistake is, that the phrase, “a 
sweet smelling savour,” is by some peculiar fitness applied to one class of offerings alone. It 
is a gross conception, that it relates principally to the odour of sacrifices burned with fire; 
whereas it signifies the acceptableness of sacrifices to God ; and isso explained in Phil. iv, 18, 
where the Apostle calls the bounty of the Philippians, “an odour-of sweet smell,” and adds, 
exegetically, “a sacrifice acceptable and well pleasing toGov.” The phrase is, probably, taken 
from the incensing which accompanied the sacrificial services. : 

To these instances must be added the whole argument of St. Paul, in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. To what purpose does he prove that Christ had a superior priesthood to Aaron, 
if Christ were only metaphorically a priest? what end is answered by. proving that his 
offering of himself had greater efficacy than the oblations of the tabernacle, in taking away 
sin, if sin was not taken away in the same sense, that is, by expiation? Why does he lay 
So mighty a stress upon the death of our Lord, as being “a better sacrifice,” if, according to 
the received sense, it was no sacrifice at all? His argument, it is manifest, would go for 
nothing, and be no better than an unworthy trifling with his readers, and especially with the 
Hebrews to whom he writes the Epistle, beneath not only an inspired but an ordinary writer. 
Fully to unfold the argument, we might travel through the greater part of the Epistle; but 
one or two passages may suffice. In chap. vii, 27, speaking of Christ as our high priest, he 
says, ‘“‘Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifices, first for his own 
sins, and then for the people’s, for this (latter) he did once, when he offered up himself.” The 
cireumstance of his offering sacrifice not daily, but “once for all,*«marks the superior value 
and efficacy of his sacrifice; his offering up this sacrifice “of himself” for the sins of the 
people, as the Jewish-high priest offered his animal sacrifices for the sins of the people, marks 
the similarity of the act; in both cases atonement as made, but with different degrees of 
efficacy ; but unless atonement for sin was in yestity made by his thus offering up “ himself,” 
the virtue and efficacy of Christ’s sacrifice -would be inferior to that of the Aaronical priest- 
hood, contrary to the declared design-and argument of the Epistle. Let us, also, refer to 
chap. ix, 13, 14, “ For if the bloodof bulls and of goats, and the ashes of a heifer, sprinkling 
the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh,” so as to fit the offender for joining in 
the service of the tabernacle, “how much more shall the blood of Christ, who through the 
eternal Spirit offered himself without spot to God, purge your consciences from dead works, 
to serve the living Gop.” The comparison here lies in this, that the Levitical sacrifices 
expiated legal punishments; but did not in themselves acquit the people absolutely in 
respect to God, as the Governor and Judge of mankind ; but that the blood. of Christ extends 
its virtue to the conscience, and eases it of all guilty terror of the wrath to come on account 
of “dead works,” or works which deserve death under the universal moral law. The ground 
of this comparison, however, lies in the’ real efficacy of each of these expiations. _ Each 
“purifies,” each delivers from guilt, but the latter only as “pertaining to the conscience,” 
and the mode in each case is by expiation. But to interpret the purging of the conscience, 
as the Socinians, of mere dissuasion from dead works to come, or as descriptive of the. 
power of Christ to acquit men, upon their repentance, declaratively destroys all just simili- 
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was Called atoning for, or hallowing and recenciling the holy place, and the tabernacle of the 
congregation, “because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel, and because of their 


by the blood of animals, the heavenly places themselves by “ better sacrifices,” and that the 
argument of the Apostle forbids us to suppose that he is speaking figuratively. Let us, 
merely mark the correspondence of the type and root in this case, as exhibited by the 
Aposile. He compares the legal sacrifices and that of Christ in a similar purification of the 
respective Ayra or sanctuaries to which each had relation. The Jewish sanctuary on earth 
was purified, that is, opened and made accessible by the one; the celestial sanctuary, the true 
and everlasting seat of God’s presence, by the other. Accordingly, in other ae he 
ae the parallel still farther, representing Christ as procuring for men, by his death, & 
appy admission into heaven, as the sin offerings of the law obtained for the Jews a safe 
entrance into the tabernacle on earth. “Having, therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into 
the holiest by the blood of Jesus, by a new and living way, which he hath consecrated for us 
through the veil, that is to say, his flesh; and having a high priest over the house of God, let 
us draw near with a true heart, in full assurance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled from 
“an evil conscience, and our bodies washed with pure water.” -'Thus, also, he tells us that 
“we are sanctified by the offering of the body of Christ Jesus,” and that as the bodies of 
those animals whose ood was carried into the holy Bf holies by the high priest, to make an 
atonement for sin, were burnt “without the camp,” so also Jesus suffered without the gate, 
“that he might sanctify the people with his own blood.” 

The notion that sacrificial terms are applied to the death of Christ by rhetorical figure is, 
then, sufficiently refuted by the foregoing considerations. But it has been argued, that as 
there is, in many respects, a Want of literal conformity between the death of Christ and the 
sacrifices of the law, a considerable license of poe: ia interpretation must be allowed. Great 
confusion of ideas, on this subject, has resulted from not observing a very obvious distinction 
which exists between figurative and analogical language. It by no means follows, that when’ 
language cannot be interpreted literally it must be taken figuratively, or by way of rhetorical * 
allusion. This distinction is well made by a late writer. (3) 

“Figurative language,” he observes, “does not arise from the real nature of the thing te 
which it is transferred, but only from the imagination of him who transfers it. So, a man of 
courage is figuratively called a lion, not because the real nature of a lion belongs to him, but 
because one quality which characterizes this animal belongs to him in an eminent degree, 
and the imagination conceives of them as partakers of a eommon nature, and applies to them 
one eommon name. But there is a species of language, usually called analogical, 
though not strictly proper, is far from being merely figurative, the terms being tran: 
from one thing to another, not because the things are similar, but because they are in similar 
Hig si ea term thus transferred, is as truly significant of the real nature of the thing, in 
the relation in which it stands, as it could be, were it the primitive wniproner word US 

the term foot properly signifies the lower extremity of an animal, or that on which it 
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but, because the lower era or base of a mountain is to the mountain what the foot is to 
the animal, it is therefore calle ' 
something real, something which, if not a foot in strict propriety of speech, is, nevertheless, 
truly so, considered with respect to the circumstance upon which the analogy is founded. 
But this mode of expression is more common with respect to our mental and intellectual 
faculties and operations, which we are wont to denominate by words borrowed from similar 
functiuns of the bodily organs and corresponding attributes of material things. — Tink toile, 
is properly to acquire impressions of sensible objects by the organs of sight; but to the mi 
is also attributed an eye, with which-we are, Ce said to see objects intellectual. In 
like manner, great and little, equal and unequal, smooth and rough, sweet-and sour, are 
properly attributes of material substances ; but they are analogically ascribed to such as are 
immaterial ; for without intending a figure, we speak of a great mind, and a little mind; and 
the na temper of one man is said to be equal, smooth, and sweet, while that of another is 
called unequal, rough, and sour. And if we thus express such intellectual things as fall more 
immediately under our observation, we cannot wonder that things spiritual and divine, which 
are more removed from our direct inspection, should be exhibited to our apprehension in the 
same manner. The conceptions which we thus form, may be imperfect and inadequate ; 
but they are, nevertheless, just and true, consequently the language in which they are 
expressed, although borrowed, is not merely figurative, but is significant of something real in 
the things concerned.” ~ 2A : : pe ie “eg 

‘To apply this to the case before us, the blood or life of Chrict is called our ransom and the 

ea of our redemption. Now, admitting that these expressions are not to be understood 
iterally, does it follow that they contain mere figure and allusion? By no means. They 
contain truth and reality. Christ came to redeem us from the power of sin and Satan, by 
ying for our deliverance no less a_price than his own blood. “In him we have redemption, 
through his blood.” ‘The Son of Man came to ‘give his life a ransom for many ;” and we 
ate taught, by this representation, that the blood of Christ, in the deliverance of sinful man, 
corresponds to a price or ransom in the deliverance of a captive, and consequently is a price 
or ransom, if not literally, at least really and truly. 

When Christ is called “our passover,” the same analogical use of terms is manifest, and in 
several other passages which will be familiar to the reader; but we hesitate to apply the 
same rule of interpretation throughout, and to say with the author just quoted, and Archbishop 
Magee, who refers to him on this point with approbation, that Christ is called a “ sin offering” 
and a “sacrifice” analogically. These terms, on the contrary, are used properly, and must 
understood literally. For what was an expiatory sacrifice under the law, but the offering of 
the life of an innocent creature in the place of the guilty, and -that, in order to obtain his 
exemption from death? The death of Christ is‘as literally an offering of himself, “the just 
for the unjust,” to exempt the latter from death. The legal sin offerings cleansed the body 
and qualified for the ceremonial worship prescribed by:the law; and the blood of Christ as 
truly purifies the conscience and consecrates to the spiritual service required by the Gospel. 
The circwmstances differ, but the things themselves are not so much analogical as identical in 
their nature, though differing in circumstances, that is, so far as the legal sacrifices had any 
efficacy, per se; but, in another and a higher view, the sacrifice of Christ was the only true 
sacrifice, and the Levitical ones were but the appointed types of that. If, therefore, in this 
argument, we may refer to the Mosaic sacrifices, to fix the sense in which the New Testament 
uses the sacrificial terms in which it speaks of the death of Christ, against an objector; yet, 
in fact, the sacrifices of the law are to be interpreted by the sacrifice of Christ, and not the 
latter by them. They are rather analogical with it, than it with them. ‘There was a previous 
ordination of pardon through the appointed sacrifice of the Lamb of God, “slain from the 
foundation of the world,” to which they all, in different degrees, referred, and of which they 
were but the visible and sensible monitors “ for the time present.” r 4 

As to the objection, that the Jewish sacrifices had no reference to the expiation of moral 
transgression, we observe, ; ade 

1. That a distinction is to be made between sacrifice as a part of the theo-political law of 
‘the Jews, and sacrifice as a consuetudinary rite, practised by their fathers, and by them also 
aba to the giving of the law from Mount Sinai, and taken up inte the Mosaie institute. 
‘This was continued partly on its original ground, and partly, and with additions, as a branch 
of the polity under which the Jews were placed. ith this rite they were familiar before 
the law, and even before the exodus from Egypt. ‘Let us go,” says Moses to Pharaoh, 
“we pray thee, three days’ journey into the desert, and sacrifice to the Lord our God, lest he fall 
upon us with pestilence or with the sword.” Here sacrifice is spoken of, and that with reference 
to expiation, or the averting of the Divine displeasure. There is in this, too, an acknowledg- 
ment of offences, as the reason of sacrificing ; but these offences could not be against the 
forms and ceremonies of an institute which did not then exist, and must, therefore, haye been 
moral offences. We may add to this, that in the books of Leviticus and Exodus, Moses 
speaks of sacrifices a8 a previous practice, and, in some cases, so far from prescribing the aet, 
does no more than regulate the mode. “If his offering be a burnt sacrifice of the herd, let 
him offer a male.” Had their sacrifices, therefore, reference only to cases of ceremonial 
offence, then it would follow that they had been deprived of the worship of their ancestors, 


the same name, and the term thus applied is significant of ? 
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which respected the obtaining of the Divine favour in the forgiveness ©: 
that they obtained, as*a substitute, avkind of worship which respected y cere 
cleansings, and a ceremonial reconciliation. They had this, manifest of some- 
thing higher ; and they had also the patriarchal rites with renewed sa d : 
regulations ; and thus there was a real advance inthe spiritualit; he 
became, at the same time, more ceremonialandexact. = wig = 

2. That the offerings which were formerly prescribed under the law had re 
transgressions, as well as to external aberrations from the purity and exactness 0 cal 
ritual, Serie ; q m 

“ Atonement” is said to be-made “for sins committed against any of the commandments of ~ 
the Lord.” It appears also, that sins of “ignorance” included all sms which were not ranked 
in the class of “ presumptuous’ sins,” or those to which death was inevitably annexed by the” 
civil law, and, therefore, must. included many cases of moral transgression, For some 
specific instances of this kind, sinc s were enjoined, such as lying, theft, fraud, extortion, 
and perjury. (4). ; i ae . a : eS . 

3.. That if all the sin offerings of the Levitical institute had respected. atonement and 
ceremonial purification, nothing could have been collected from that circu meee to invalidate 
the true sacrifice of Christ. It is of the nature of a type to be inferior im efficacy to the anti- 
type; and the Apostle Paul himself argues, from the invalidity of Levitical sacrifices to take 
away guilt from the conscience, the superior efficacy of the sacrifice of Christ. It follows, then, 
that as truly as they were legal atonements, so truly was Christ’s death a moral atonement ; 
as truly as they purified the flesh,.so truly did his sacrifice purify the conscience. 
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REDEMPTION.—PRIMITIVE SACRIFICES. 


. i ae 
To the rite of sacrifice before the law, practised in the patriarchal ages, up to the first 
family, it may be proper to give some consideration, both for the farther elucidation of some 
of the topics above stated, and forthe purpose of exhibiting the harmony of those dispensations 
of religion which were made to fallen man in different ages of the world. That the ante- 
Mosaic sacrifices were expiatory, is the first point-which it is necessary to establish. It is not, 
indeed, at all essential to the argument, to ascend higher than the Sacrifices of the law, which 


we have already proved to be of that character, and by which the expiatory efficacy of the 


death of Christ is represented in the New Testament. ‘This, however, was also the character 
of the more ancient rites of the patriarchal church; and thus we see the same principles of 
moral government, whieh distinguish the Christian and Mosaic dispensations, carried still 
higher as to antiquity, even to the family of the first man, the first transgressor; ‘ without 
shedding of blood there was no remission.” S ie 

The proofs that sacrifices of atonement made a part of the religious system of the patriarchs 
who lived before the law, are, first, the distribution of beasts into clean and unclean, which we 
find prior to the flood of Noah. ‘This is a singular distinction, and one which could not then 
have reference to food, since animal food was not allowed to man prior to the deluge; and as we 


- know of no other ground for the distinction, except that of sacrifice, it must, therefore, have 


had reference to the selection of victims to be solemnly offered to God, as a part of worship, 
and as the means of drawing near to him by expiatory rites for the forgiveness of sins. Some, 
it is true, have regarded this distinction of clean and unclean beasts as used by Moses by way 
of prolepsis, or anticipation, a notion which, if it could not be refuted by the context, would 
be perfectly arbitrary. But not only are the beasts, which Noah was to receive into the ark, 
spoken of as clean and unclean; but in the command to take them into the ark, a difference 
is made in the number to be preserved, the former being to be received by sevens, and the latter 
by two ofa kind. This shows that this distinction among beasts had been established in the. 
tame of Noah, and thus the assumption of a prolepsis is refuted. In the law of Moses a similar 
distinction is made; but the only xeasons given for it are two: in this manner, those victi 


which God would allow to be used for piacular purposes; were marked out; and by this 
"distinction those animals were designated which were permitted for food. The former only 


ean, therefore, be considered as the ground of this distinction among the antediluvians ; for 
the critical attempts which have been made to show that animals were allowed to man for 
food, previous to the flood, have wholly failed. : 

A second argument is furnished by the prohibition of blood for food, after animals had been 
granted to man for his sustenance along with the “herb of the field”? This prohibition is 


" yepeated by Moses to the Israelites, with this explanation, “I have given it upon the altar, to 


make an atonement for ue souls.” From this “ additional reason,” as it has been called, it 
has been argued, that the doctrine of the atoning power of blood was new, and was then, for 


(4) Vide Outram De Sac.; Hallet’s Notes and Discourses; Hammond and Rosenmuller in Heb. ix; 
Richie’s Pec. Doctrine. 
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P is an additional reason for the interdict, not to be found in the 


a 
them, atsoever man there be of the house of Israel, or of the strangers that sojourn among 


iginal prohibition in Genesis, we find that proces the same reason is given, 
a 


 enprene he was not publishing a “new doctrine ;” he does not teach his people that 


question is its expiatory character. : 

As to the matter of the sacrifice, it was an animal offering. “Cain brought of the fruit of 
the ground, and Abel he also brought of the firstlings of his flock, and of the fat thereof ;” or, 
more literally, “the fat of them,” that is, according to the Hebrew idiom, the fattest or best of 
his flock. Le Clerc and Grotius would understand Abel to have offered the wool and milk of 
his flock, which interpretation, if no critical difficulty opposed it, would be rendered violently 
improbable by the circumstance that neither wool nor milk is ever mentioned in Scripture as 
fit"oblations to God. But to translate the word rendered firstlings, by best and finest, and 
then to suppose an ellipsis, and supply it with wool, is wholly arbitrary, and contradicted by 
the import of the word itself. But, as Dr. Kennicott remarks, the matter is set at rest by the 
context; “for, if it be allowed by all, that Cain’s bringing or the fruit of the ground, means 
his bringing the fruit (itself) of the ground, then Abel’s bringing or the firstlings of his flock 
must, likewise, mean his bringing the firstlings of his flock” (themselves.) (5) ; 

This is farther supported by the import of the phrase muova Suetav, used by the Apostle in 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, when speaking of the sacrifice of Abel. Our translators have 
rendered it “a more excellent sacrifice.” Wickliffe translates it, as Archbishop Magee 
observes, uncouthly, but in the full sense of the original, ‘a much more sacrifice ;” and the 
controversy which has been had on this point is, whether this epithet of “much more,” or 


(5) Two Dissertations. See also Magee’s Discourses. 
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; beca’ se it is the more natural force of the term metova when applied to a subj 
c capa This is but assumption; and we rea 
"passa 
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~ Abel’s offering by the Apostle is entirely overlooked, 
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in reply to those parts of that learned prelate’s work on the atonement, whi 
‘Divine origin of the primitive sacrifices, has attempted no answer to. this ¢ 
ofexyed ts ‘the more abundant sacrifice is the more probable significatior 
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ctorily refuted by Archbishop Magee; ( 


superiority 


en we 


> of Abel. 
ifest by 


ain, by 
which he obtained witness, that he was RigHTEovs, Gon testifying of his gifts; oily it, he 
being dead yet speaketh.” © es er we - 9a ada 

What is the meaning of the Apostle, when he says that it was witnessed or testified to Abel 


that he was righteous? His doctrine is, that men are simmers; that all, cons 


— ntly, need 
pardon; and to be declared, witnessed, or accounted righteous, are, according to his style of 
writing, the same as to be justified, pardoned, and dealt with as righteous, Thus, he argues 
that “Abraham belicved God, and it’ was accounted to him for righteousness”—“ that faith 
was reckoned to Abraham for righteousness”—“ that he received the sign of circumcision, a. 
seal,” a visible, confirmatory, declaratory, and witnessing mark ‘of the righteousness which 
he had by faith.” In these cases we have a similarity so striking, that they can scarcely fail 


to explain each other. In both, sinful men are placed in the condition of righteous men—the 
“instrument, in both cases, is faith ; and the transaction is, in both cases also, publicly and sen- 


sibly witnessed; as to Abraham, by the sign of circumeision ;.as to Abel, by a visible accept- 
ance of his sacrifice, and the rejection of that of Cain.” ; «i 

But it is said, “St. Paul affirms that Abel, ine acceptance of his sacrifice, gained the 
testimony of Gon, that he was a righteous man. He affirms,.therefore, that it was his personal 
habit of righteousness to which God vouchsafed the testimony of-his approbation, by that 
acceptance of his offering. The. antecedent faith in(Gop, which produced that habit of a 
religious life, commended his. sacrifice, and the Divine testimony was not to the specific form of 
his oblations; but to his actual righteousness.” (8) gree 

The objections to this view of the matter are pare if ee ae 

1. It leaves out entirely all consideration of the difference between the sacrifice of Abel and 
that of Cain, and places the reason of the acceptance of one and the rejection of the other 
wholly in the moral character of the offerers; whereas St. Paul most unequivocally places the 
acceptance of Abel’s offering upon*its nature and the principle of faith which originated it. 
For, whether we translate the phrase above referred to, ‘‘a more excellent sacrifice,” or “a 
more abundant sacrifice,” it is put in contrast with the offering of Cain, and its peculiar nature . 
cannot be left out of the account. : By Mr. Davison’s interpretation, the designation given to 

¥ “ ar a Ri i 

2. The “faith” of Abel, ‘in this transaction, is also passed over as a consideratic n in the 
acceptance of his sacrifice. It is, indeed, brought in as “an antecedent faith, which produced 
the habit ofa religious life,” and thus mediately “commended the sacrifice ;” but, in fact, or 
this ground any other influential grace or principle might be said to have commended. his 
sacrifices as well as faith; any thing which tended to produce “the habit of a religious life,” 
his fear of God, his love of God, as effectually as his faith in Gop. . There is, then, this mani- 
fest difference between this representation of the case and that which is given by St. Paul, that 
the one makes “ the habit of a religious life,” the immediate, and faith but the remote reason of 
the acceptableness of Abel’s gifts; while the other assigns'a direct efficacy to the faith of Abel, 
and x ind of sacrifice by which that faith was expressed, and of which it was the immediate 
result, : Retest Re 

(6) Discourses on Atonement. '(7) As in Matt. vi, 25, “Is not the life more than mfieat, and the body than 
raiment?” (8) Davison’s Inquiry into the Origin and Intent of Primitive Sacrifice, 5 : 
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In this chapter the Apostle is not speaki faith unde 
a holy life; but of faith as producing c¢ ‘acts of 
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e ceeptance of 9el’s offering is directed, not to the mode of their sacrifice, but to the 
Pept 
if thou dost not 


fromm that follows a personal righteousness. _If St. John, then, refers to AP 
eourness, he refers to it as flowing from his justification and acceptance with God, and by that. 
personal righteousness the “wrath” of Cain, which was first excited by the rejection of his 
sacrifice, was, probably, ripened into the “hatred” which led on his fratricide; for it does not: 
appear that he committed that act immediately upon the place of sacrifice, but at some subse- 

uent period; and,certainly, it was not the antecedent holy life of Abel which first produced 

ain’s displeasure azainst his brother, for that is expressly attributed to the transactions on 
the day in which eaci brought his offering to the Lord. St. John’s reference to Abel’s personal 
righteousness does no\, therefore, exclude a reference also, and even primarily to his faith as 
its instrumental cause, and. the source of its support and nourishment; and, we may add, that 
it is St. John’s rule, ani must be the rule of every New Testament writer, to reeard a man’s 
submission to, or rejecton of, God’s method of saving men by faith, as the best evidence of 
personal righteousness, athe contrary. . ; 

As to Genesis iv, 7, “if thou doest well, shalt thou not be accepted; and if thou doest not 
well, sin lieth at the door,’ in order to show that it cannot be proved from this passage, that 
Abel’s offering was acceptel, because of his personal righteousness, it is not necessary to avail 
ourselves of Lightfoot’s view of it, who takes “sin” to be the ellipsis of sin offering, as in 
many places.of Scripture. For and against this rendering much ingenious criticism has been 
employed, for which the critics must be consulted.(1) ‘The interpretation which supposes 
Cain to be referred to a sin o ring, an animal victim “‘lying at the door,” is, at best doubtful ; 
eT oe hi conceded, the argument framed upon the declaration to Cain, “if thou doest WELL 
shal not thou be accepted,” as though the reason of the acceptance of Abel’s sacrifice was in 
“well doing” in the moralsense only, is wholly groundless, since the Apostle so explicitly refers 

i reason of the acceptante of his sacrifice to his faith, as before established. It is enough to 
show that there is nothing in these words to contradict this, even if we take them in the most 
obvious sense, and omit the consideration that the Hebrew text has, in this place, been dis- 
turbed, of which there are strong indications. -The passage may be taken in two views, 
Either to “do well,” may mean to doas Abel had done, viz. to repent and bring those sacrifices 
which should express his faith in God’s appointed method of pardoning and accepting men, 

i er ‘ : 

(9) Inquiry, de. ¢ ii 

(Ne, all that can be said on this interpretation will be found in Magce’s Discourses on the Atonement; 
and Dayison’s Reply to his criticism, in his nguiry into the Origin of Primitive Sacrifice, Pi 
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rejection was not final; but that it depended upon imself, whether he would seek God in 
sincerity and truth. Or the words may be considered as a declaration of the principles of 
God’s righteous government over men. “If thou doest well,” if thou art righteous and unsin- 
ning, thou shalt be accepted as such, without sacrifice ; “but if thou doest not well, sin lieth 
at the door,” and is chargeable upon thee with its consequence ; thus, after declaring his moral 
condition, leaving it to himself to seek for pardon in the method established in the first family, 
and which Cain must be supposed to have known as well as Abel, or, otherw 
suppose that they had received no religious instruction at all from Adam their fath 
former view of the sense of the passage it cannot be objected that to offer proper sacrifices 
from a right principle cannot be called in the common and large sense “‘to do well,” for even 
“to believe” is called. “a work” by our Saviour; and the sacrifice of Abel was, moreover, an 
act, or a series of acts, which were the expressions of his faith, and, therefore, might be called- 
a doing well, without any violence. . Agreeably to this, the whole course of thé submission of: 
the Jews to the laws concerning their sacrifices, is often, in Scripture, designated by the terms 
obedience, and ways, and doings. The second interpretation corresponds to the great axiom of 


thus submitting himself wholly to Gon; and then it is a merciful wowed that Cain’s 


moral government alluded to by St. Paul, “This do and thou shalt live,” which is so far from’ 


excluding the doctrine of justification by faith, that it is the ground on which he argues it, 
inasmuch as it shuts out the justification of men by law when it has once been violated. 

Tf, then, it has been established that the faith of Abel had an immediate connection with his 
sacrifice ; and both with his being accepted as righteous, that is, justified, in St. Paul’s use of 


the term, to what had his faith respect? The particular object of the faith of the elders, cele- 


brated in Hebrews xi, is to be deduced from the circumstances adduced as illustrative of the 
existence and operation of this great principle, and’ by which it manifested itself. Let'us 
illustrate this, and then ascertain the objects of Abel’s faith also from the manner of its mani- 
festation, from the acts in which it embodied and rendered itself conspicuous. 

Faith is, in this chapter, taken in the sense of affiance in Gop, and, as such, it can only be 
exercised toward God as to all particular acts, in those respects, in which we have some 
authority to confide in him. This supposes revelation, and, in particular, some promise or de- 
claration on his part, as the warrant for every act of affiance. ‘When, therefore, it is said that 
“by faith Enoch was translated that he should not see death,” it must be supposed, that he 
hat some promise or intimation to this effect, on which, improbable as the event was, he nobly 
relied, and in the result God honoured his faith before all men. The faith of Noah had imme- 
diate respect to the threatened flood, and the promise of God to preserve him in the ark which 
he was commanded to prepare. The faith of Abraham had different objects. In one of the 
instances which this chapter records, it respected the promise of the land of Canaan to his 
posterity, and also the promise of the heavenly inheritance, of which that was the type; which 
faith he publicly manifested by “‘ sojourning in the land of promise, as in a strange country,” 
and “dwelling in tabernacles,” rather than taking up a permanent residence in any of its 
cities, because “he looked for a city which hath foundations.” In the case of the offering of 
Isaac, he believed that God would raise his immolated son from the dead, and the ground of 
his faith is stated, in verse 18, to be the promise, “in Isaac shall thy seed be called.” The 
faith of Sarah respected the promise of issue,—“she judged him faithful who had promised.” 
“By faith Isaac blessed Jacob and Esau concerning things to come,” wlich faith had for its 
i the revelation made to him by God as to the fyture lot of the posterity of his two sons. 
The chapter is filled with other instances, expressed or implied; and fiom the whole, as well 
as from the nature of the thing, it will appear that when the Apostle speaks of the faith of the 
elders in its particular acts, he represents it as having respect to some promise, declaration, or 
revelation of Gop. / 

This revelation was necessarily antecedent to the faith; but it is Also to be observed, that 
the acts by which the faith was represented, whenever it was sepresented by particular 
acts, and when the case admitted it, had a natural and striking emformity and correspond- 
ence to the previous revelation. So Noah built the ark, which indiated that he had heard the) 
threat of the world’s destruction by water, and had received the prwmise of his own and fami-" 
ly’s preservation, as well as that of a selection of the beasts of the earth; to all which the 
means of preservation, by which his faith was represented, and which it led him to adopt, 
corresponded. When Abraham went into Canaan, at the command of God, and upon the 
promise that that country should become the inheritance of his descendants, he showed his 
faith by taking possession of it for them in anticipation, and his residence there indicated the 
kind of promise which he had received. When he lived in that promised land in tents, though 
opulent enough to have established himself ina more settled state, the very manner in which 
his faith expressed itself, showed that he had received the promise of a “better country,” 
which made him willing to be a “stranger and wanderer on earth ;” for “they that say such 
things,” says the Apostle, namely, that they are strangers and pilgrims, confessing” it by 
these significant acts, “declare plainly that they seek a country,” “that is, a. heavenly.” 
Thus, also, when Moses’ faith expressed itself, in his refusing to be called the son of Pharaoh’s 
daughter, this, also, clearly indicated, that he had received the promise of something higher 
and more excellent than “the riches of Egypt,” which he renounced, even “the recompense 
of the reward,” to which, we are told, “he had respect.” When his faith manifested itself by 
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cated that he had ed a pr rotection and success, and he, therefore, “endured as 
seeing Him who is invisible.” ; eh. 


tion, which faith must have for its ground and reason, then are we constrained to interpret the 


suppose, that. the antecedent revelation, though not expressly stated, (which 

in several other of the instances which are given in tte aie aye 

them. His faith had respect to some previous revelation, and the nature 
to be collected from the significant manner in which he declared his_ 


faith in it. 50) Shi 

Now that which Abel did “by faith,” was, if considered generally; to perform an act of 
solemn worship, in the confidence that it would be acceptable to God. This supposes a reve- 
lation; immediate or by tradition, that such acts of worship were acceptable to God, or his 
faith could have had no warrant, and would not have been faith, but fancy. But the case must 
be considered more particularly. His faith led him to offer “a more excellent sacrifice” than that 
of Cain ; -but this as necessarily implies, that there was some antecedent revelation to which 
his faith, as thus expressed, had respect, and on which that peculiarity of his offering, which 
distinguished it from the offering of Cain, was founded; a revelation which indicated, that the 
way in which God would be approached acceptably, in solemn worship, was by animal 
sacrifices. Without this, too, the faith to which his offering, which was an offering of the 
firstlings of his: flock, hada special fitness and adaptation,‘ could have had no warrant in 
Divine authority. But this revelation must have included, in order to its being the ground of 
faith, as “the substance of things hoped for,” a promise of a benefit to be conferred, in which 
promise Abel might confide. But if so, then thi promise must have been connected, not with 
the worship of God in general, or performed in any way whatever indifferently, but with his 
worship by animal oblations; for it was in this way that the faith of Abel indicated itself, 
specially and distinctively. ‘The antecedent revelation was, therefore, a promise of a benefit 


to be conferred, by means of animal sacrifice; and we are taught what this benefit was, by — 


that which was actually received by the offerer—“he obtained witness that he was righteous ;” 
which, if the notion of his antecedent righteousness has been refuted, must be interpreted in 
the sense of a declaration of his persovial justification, and acceptance as righteous, upon for- 
giveness of his sins.. The reason of Abel’s acceptance and of Cain’s rejection is hereby made 
manifest; the one, in seeking the Divine favour, conformed to his established and appointed 
method of being approached by guilty men, and the other not only neglected this, but. pro- 
Pyly and presumptuously substituted his own inventions. EE 
t is impossible, then, to allow the act of Abel, in this instance, to have been an act of faith, 
without allowing that it had respect to a previous and appropriate revelation; a revelation 
which agreed to all the parts of that sacrificial action, by which he expressed his faith in it. 
Had Abel's sacrifice been eucharistic merely, it would have expressed gratitude, but not faith ; 
or if faith in the general sense of confidence in God that he would receive an act of grateful 
worship, and reward the worshipper, it did not more express faith than the offering of Cain, 
who surely believed these two points, or he would not have brought an offering of any kind. 
The offering of Abel expressed a faith which Cain had not and the doctrinal principles which 
Abel’s faith respected, were such as his sacrifice visibly embodied. If it was not, then, a 
eucharistic sacrifice, it was an expiatory one; and, in fact, it is only in a sacrifice of this kind, 
that it is possible to:see that faith exhibited, which Abel had, and Cain had not. By subse- 
uent sacrifices of expiation, then, is this early expiatory offering to be explained, and from 
ese it will be obvious to what doctrines and principles of an antecedent revelation the faith 
of Abel had respect, and which his sacrifice, the exhibition of his faith, proclaimed. Confession 
of the fact of being a sinner—acknowledgment of the demerit and penalty of sin and death— 
submission to an appointed mode of expiation ; animal sacrifice offered vicariously, but, in 
itself, a mere type of a better sacrifice, “the seed of the woman,” appointed to-be offered at 
some future period—the efficacy of this appointed method of expiation to obtain forgiveness 
and to admit the guilty into the Divine favour. 

For these reasons, we think that the conclusion of many of our ancient divines, so admirably 
embodied in the following words of Archbishop Magee, is not too strong, but is fully sup- 
ported by the argument of the case, as founded upon the brief but very explicit declarations 
of the history of the transaction in Genesis, and by the comment upon it in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. : 

“Abel, in firm reliance on the promise of God, and in obedience to his command, offered 
that sacrifice, which had“been enjoined as the religious expression of his faith ; while Cain, 
disregarding the gracious assurances that had been vouchsafed, or at least disdaining to adopt 
the prescribed mode of manifesting his belief, possibly as not appearing to his réason to possess 
any efficacy or natural fitness, thought he had sufficiently acquitted himself of his duty in 


acknowledging the general superintendence of God, and expressing his gratitude to the 
Supreme Benoit, by presenting some of those good things, which he thereby confessed to 
have been derived from his bounty. In short, Cain, the first born of the fall, exhibits the 
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first fruits"of his parents’ disobedience, in the arrogance and self-sufficiency of reason rejecting 


the aids of revelation, because they fell not within its apprehension of a He takes the 


e 


first place in the annals of Deism, and displays, in his proud rejection e ordinance of 
sacrifice, the same spirit, which, in later days, has actuated his enlightened followers, in reject- 
ing e sacrifice.of Christ.” _ > eS 

If it should be: asked, what evidence we have from Scripture, that such an antecedent 
revelation as that to which we have said Abel’s faith must have had respect, was made? the 
reply is, that if this rested only upon the necessary inferences which, in all fairness and 
consistency of interpretation, we must draw from. the circumstances of the tra’ jon, when 
combined with the Apostle’s interpretation of it, the ground would be strong enough to enable 
us to defend it against both the attacks of Socinians, and of those orthodox divines who, like 
Mr. Davison, would wrest it from us, as an unnecessary post to be ae ‘the combat with 
the impugners of the Christian doctrine of atonement, or one which is rather injurious than 
otherwise to the efficiency of the more direct argument. “Such expositions,” says Mr. 
Davison, “do evil and. disservice to truth ; they bring in a wrong principle; they enforce a 
comment without a text. Such a principle is, undoubtedly, wrong, and has been the source 
of much religious speculation.” This we grant, and feel how important the caution is.- But 
it docs here apply. Itis not enough to say that “ the text” isnot in the “ Mosaic history,” 
we must prove that it is not in the New Testament, or necessarily implied in its comments 
upon and inferences from the Old Testament facts and relations. The “ text” itself, supposed 
to be wanting, may be there, and even “the comment” of an inspired writer often supplies 
the text, and his reasoning the premises wanting, in so many words, im the brief and veiled 
narrative of Moses. An uninspired comment, we grant, has not this prerogative ; but an 
inspired one has, which is an important consideration, not ta be overlooked: When we say 
that the manna, which fell in the wilderness, represented the supply of the spiritual Israel 
with the true bread which comes down from heaven, Mr. Davison might reply this is “the 
comment ;” but where is “the text?” We acknowledge that the text upon which this com- 
ment is hung, is not in the history of Moses; but the authority of this comment, and, if we 
may so speak, an implied “ text” itself, is to be found in the words of our Lord, who ealls 
himself “ that bread ;” and in the words of St. Paul, who terms the manna the “spiritual” or 
typical bread. If we allege that the “rock,” which when smitten poured forth its stream to 
refresh the fainting Israelites, was a figure of Christ, it might in like manner, be urged that. 
“the text” is wanting, and, certainly, we should not gather that view from the history of 
Moses ; yet “the comment” is not ours, but that of the Apostle, who says “that Rock was 
Christ,” which can only be understood as asserting that it was an instituted and appointed 
type of Christ. Where we have no intimations of such adumbrations in the persons and 
transactions of the Old Testament, we are not at liberty to invent them, nor. can we just! 
carry them beyond what is expressed by our inspired authority, or naturally and fairly inferred 
to be from it. ~On the other hand we are bound not to interpret the Old ‘Testament without 
reference to the New ; and not to disregard that light which the perfect revelation affords not 


only by its direct effulgence, but by its reflections upon the history of our redemption, up to 


the earliest ages. ; : 

If it be argued, from the silence of the-Mosaic history, that such types and allusions were 
not understood as such by the persons among whom they were first instituted, the answer is, 
1. That though they should not be supposed capable of understanding them as clearly as we 
do, yet it must be supposed, that the spiritual among them had their knowledge and faith 
greatly assisted by them, and that they were among those “wondrous things of the law,” 
which were, in some measure, revealed to those who prayed with David, that their eyes might 
be opened “ to behold them,” or otherwise they were totally without religious use during all 
the ages previous to Christianity, and we must come to the conclusion that the whole system 
of types was without edification to the, Jews, and are instructive only to us. If we conclude 
thus as.to types, we may come to the same conclusion as to the prophecies of Messiah, to the 
spiritual meaning and real application of many of which there appears to be as little indication 
of a key as to the types. But this cannot be affirmed, for St. Peter tells us, that of this 
“salvation the prophets searched diligently who prophesied of the grace that should come 
unto you; searching what or what manner of time the spirit which was in them did signify, 
when it testified beforehand the sufferings of Christ and the glory that should follow.” The 
prohecies could, probably, be but dimly interpreted ; but something was known of their 
general meaning, something important was obtained by- “searching” to reward the search into 
their import. ‘The same discovery of the general import and bearing of the types, must also 
have rewarded a search pally eager and pious. If this is not allowed, then they were not. 
types to the ancient church, a position which is contradicted by-St. Paul, who, declares, as’ to 
one instance, which may serve for the rest, namely, the entering of “the priest alone once 
every pees into the inner tabernacle,” that by this “ the Holy: Ghost SIGNIFIED that the way 
to the holiest was not yet made manifest,” and that the tabernacle itself, including, of course, 
its services, “‘was-a figure FOR THE TIME THEN PRESENT, in or during which gifts and sacrifices 
were offered.” ™ . 

But, 2. We have, in one of the instances before adverted to in Hebrews xi, a direct proof 
ofa distinct revelation, which is no where recorded in the Mosaic history separate from the _ 
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temporal promise in which it appears to have been ‘involved. By faith Abraham, having 
received the promise of Canaan as “a place which he should afterward receive for an inherit- 


ance,” went to sojourn there; but by faith also he sojourned in this land of promise as a 


stranger, dwelling m tents, “for he looked for a city which had foundations,” for the “heav: ly 
State,” and by that act he, and Isaac, and Jacob, “the heirs’with him of the same PROMISE,” 
declared plainly that _they “desired a better country, even a heavenly.” . Of this Bete 
country fer cts) received & PROMISE, which promise Is not distinctly recorded in the histo 


of Moses; and it must, therefore, have been either included in the promise of Canaan, whic’ 

was made to them heir descendants, ax a type, an understood type, of the eternal and 
heavenly rest, whichis agreeable to the“allusions of St. Paul in other parts of the Epistle ; 
or else it was f separate and unrecorded revelation. In either view the history of 
Moses is silent, and are compelled, by the comment of the Apostle, and in opposition 
to the ar, it which Mr. Davison and others‘foynd upon that silence, to allow either a 


collateral revelation separate from the promise of Canaan, or that that promise itself had a 
mystic sense which became the object of their faith; and thus the inspired comment. of the 
Apostle supplies a text wanting in the history, or an enlarged interpretation of that which is 
foundinit. - : , ae 

With this case of Abraham, Mr. Davison is evidently perplexed, and feels how forcibly it 
bears against his own rules of interpreting the Mosaic history of the religion of those early 
ages. He justly contends, against Grotius and Le Clere, that the object of the faith recorded 
in Hebrews xi,-was not always-a temporal one. © But, then, he proposes to show “how God 
without having granted to those patriarchs the explicit revelation of an eternal heavenly state, a 
revelation which is no where exhibited in the Pentateuch, trained them to the aim and implicit 
persuasion of that eternal state by large and indefinite promises of being ‘their Gov’ and 
‘their great reward,’ promises to which the present life, as to them, furnished no adequate 
completion.” Thus, then, we are to conclude, that the heavenly state to which these patriarchs 
looked, was a matter of entire inference from the promise that God would be “their God and 
their reward,” and from the consideration that nothing had occurred to them, in this present 
life, to be adequate to these promises. To the latter we may reply that, if this were the only 
ground of their faith, they could not have made the inference till the close of life; for how 
could they know that something adequate to these promises, if not previously explained to 
refer chiefly to the future state, might not yet, though after much delay, occur to them? But 
they had this faith from the very giving of the promises, and, therefore, it was’ not left to 
future inference from circumstances. With respect to the former, that they inferred that there 
was a heavenly state, from the promise to Abraham, “I will be thy God,” when no previous 
“explicit revelation” of a future state was made ; it not only supposes that the patriarchs 
had no revelation at all of a future life, no knowledge of the soul’s immortality, or of a general 
judgment ; of which, indeed, “Enoch prophesied ;” but it is inconsistent with the public and 
expressive action, (an action, probably, intended to be instructive as a symbolical one to all 
with whom Abraham was connected in Canaan,) that he “dwelt in tents,” in order “to 
declare plainly that he sought a better country.” This, surely, was not an action to be founded 
upon a probable, but still uncertain, inference from the ‘unexplained general promise, “TI will 
be thy Gop ;” but one which was suited only to express a firm faith in an explicit revelation 
and a particular promise. 

But the whole of this theory is swept away entirely by the declaration of the Apostle, 
“These all died in faith, not having received THE PRomisEs,” that is, the things promised ; 
“but haying seen them afar off, and were persuaded of them, and embraced them, and con- 
fessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on the earth ;” strangers, not at home, pilgrims 
journeying to it. Now this home, this better country which they sought, the Apostle here 
expressly says was not to them matter of inference, but the subject of “PRomisEs,” in the 
faith of which they both lived and died. 

In the case of Abel’s offering, as in those just given, the inspired comment of the Apostle 
supplies “the text” to the history; or, in other words it so illustrates and enlarges our 
knowledge of the transaction, in its principles and antecedent circumstances, that we are 
bound to understand it not as persons who have not this additional information, or those who 
choose to disregard it, but as it is explained upon authority not to be questioned. Abel, says 
the Apostle, offered his more excellent sacrifice “by faith,” and faith must have respect to a 
preceding revelation. ‘ nae 

“We have just seen what doétrinal principles were ‘implied in the practice of expiatory 
sacrifices, and if Abel’s sacrifice was of this kind, which is the only satisfactory account 
which can be given of it, we have no reason to suppose that it included any thing Jess or 
lower than those appointed under the law, and which are expressly stated to be types and 
figures, and shadows of the evangelical expiation of sin, An antecedent revelation to this 
effect must be supposed as the ground of his faith ; but we are not left wholly to this: we have 
an account, though brief, of such a revelation. 

That the account is brief is no objection, What is‘written is not, for that reason, to be 
disregarded. ‘There-were, doubtless, reasons sufficiently wise why the history of the 
patriarchal ages was not more largely given. If it were only to exercise our diligence, and 
to lead us to resort'to what has been called “the analogy of faith,” and to interpret Scripture 
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by Scripture, the reason would be important. guing from this brevit ror silence, however, 
both against the Divine institution of primitiv: ifice, and the e ; retation of 


the sacrifice of Abel, some writers are apt to look the fact, that the Book-of Genesis is 

but a sketch of this period of ancient history ; that it is so t ut, and t no where 

professes to be more. Arguments of this kind, as that of B Warburton, who thinks it 

strange that if sacrifice were of Divine institution, not more is said on so important a subject, 

seem, insensibly, to. proceed pe the supposition that'the Book of Genesis was the ritual and 
E ; . ? 


ctory of the patriarchal church, as that of Levity 1 
anes of any account of the institution and pres 
re 


‘institutions, except it may be an implied one in favour of t uliar relation of the Jews to — 
‘God, as the seed of Abraham, to whom the land of C and with whom 


e 
Pa 
= 
i=] 
& 
g, 
my 
@ 
jee) 
8 
wr 
2, 
. 
° 
2. 
® 
r= 
= 
4 
3 
re} 
a 
5 
a 
2 
Fi 
z 
& 
5 
8. 
ro 
io 
5 


g 
S 
3 
=F 
Ss 
& 
B. 
5 
ian 
=] 
a 
© 
5 
a 
8 
5 
g 
E 
ES 
g 
om 
g 
8 
us 
z 
3 
5 
4 
7 
Ss 
=] 
Qa 
5% 
ro) 
Z 


‘n 


. 


a eee le ee ele 
peers ie ill, Sele 7% 
ah j. i vite : 
fect THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. an * 2 
in the first promise that this indication is to be found, and here we shall join issue with : 


y first manifestation of Messiah. This, in- : 
nie, eae fara Sn npg 8 be bi 
Z efficacy, be inferred from it, 1 his remarks 


opinion that it contaitied , 
f Y troth seein oe 4 j 
V SAINE 5 Redeemer. i . 
in Paradise created this f fai : light and the world as = 
that origina! could not be interpreted t pars of i appointed , 
completion. 1 ’ h aing seed, “It shall bruise thy head and thou > 
shalt bruise his heel,” d eterminate form of the , 
redemption, r ed final sense by the mind of man. And 
-is no other promise or iction extant, applicable to the faith of the first y 
of the mode of the Christian redemption, can justly ascribe no othe 


of that redemption to those ages than such: as is rchended in the proper anid 
apparent sense of the first evangelical promise, in which the particular notion of a sacrifice of 
expiation or atonement, be xgaaps of any sacrifice was then impossible to be discovered, It <" 
was the office of later revelation to fill up the design of this promise, and revelation, alone, 
could do it, For the deductions of supernatural truth are not within the sphere of human . 
intellect. They are not to be inferred a8 discoverable conclusions from one primary princi 
A =o taped Ain ss his har mig 2 penne the pe oie nature of his suf 
ferings, hi 2 the atoning of it, all these, though real connections of . 
corapreehended with the original promise, in the scheme of the Divine economy, came f 
man, like new streams of xy these separate channels, and when t 6 communicated 
in their proper then we know them; not before.” (2) ee a 

One very misleading notion, as the reader will perceive from what has been already said, 
lies at the bottorn of these remarks. It is assumed contrary to evidence, that the Book off 
Genesis is a complete histoty of the religious opinions of the patriarchs, and that they knew 
nothing on the subject of theology but what appears on the face of the account given by Moses, 
who touches their theological systera but incidentally. We say that this notion is unfounded, 
not only because we must necessarily infér, that in order to be religious, nay even moral men, 
they knew much more than the rapid Mosaic sketch includes; but we conclude this fact. on 
‘the authority of the inspired writers of the New Testament. Thus, for instance, we haye 
seen that AGeations had a revelation of a future state, and that Enoch prophesied of the “com- 
jog of the Lord to ju ‘with thousands of his saints,” though neither of those revelations a 
are recorded by , But though this is sufficient to show that the view taken of the = 
primitive aihey, by Mr. Davison, and those whose opinions he has undertaken to advocate, — 
is far too narrow, and that his conclusions, from such premises, must be unsatisfactory ; it is 
not, on this ground that his notion of the general and indefinite nature of the first promise shall 
be refuted. Let it be forgotten, for a moment, that Adam was naturally the religious head 
and religious teachér of his family; that there was always an inspiration in the church of 
God; that the general promises and hn aba adapted to excite inquiry; and that 

eA 


spiritual men would always, more or as now, be led into the mystery veiled under the 
4 ymabol; yet, taking the prophecy simply by itself, it will be obvious from a care- 
eration of it, that the view just given does not do it justice, and that it must have 
¢ amply and more particularly understood than Mr. Davison, in support of his hypo- 
would t. He would have it taken so generally as to be incapable of interpret- 
“into the several parts of its appointed completion,” and to be onl y able to convey some ' 
“one general notion of a deliverer. — why are we to confine it to one general indistinct 
impression? Why, though the several parts of this prophetic promise should be allowed to be 
comparatively obscure, and their impression to be saul, should it not be considered in the 
parts of which it is actually composed? and why should not each part have been apprehended 
separately and eee y, though yet obscurely? Of several parts the seheang! is, in fact, 
composed, and to these parts, as well as to the general impression made by the whole, must 
the attention of the patriarchs have been necessarily directed. The Divine nature, the incar- 
nation, the vicarious nature of Messiah’s sufferings, and their atoni efficacy, we are told, 
came to man “by separate channels” and were not in’ any way to be apprehended in this 
promise. In their farther and full development we grant this; but let us sce whether this x 
promise, “interpreted even by itself,” must not have led the patriarchs many steps, at least, 
toward all these doctrines, ‘“ 5 % * > 
The Divine nature of the promi Redeemer, we are told, was a separate revelation ; but, 
surely, this promise clearly indicated that he was to be of a superior nature, not only to man, 
but to that fell spirit whom he was to subdue, and whose x Aare power, and malice, our 
first parents had 0 lamentably experienced ; that he was to deprive him of that dominion 


ues ; GHD Nnguiry, &e. 
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- religious hope, faith, and comfort of our first parents, it turned that hope to the spiritual 


_ same) conclusion we must come to, if we adopt what we appear compelled to do, on 
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which he had acquired over man, and restore the world from the evil effects which it had sus- 
tained from the succes’ of his temptations. This was seen in the promise i an easy or) 
natural interpretation, and the step from this to the absolute divinity of this Restorer, or, at 
least, to an apprehension of the probability of it, was certainly not a lore and difficult one. 
The blessings, too, which he was to procure for sinful man were of such a nature as to give 
the most exalted ideas of the being who could bring them back to man when forfeited by a 
most righteous sentence: They were spiritual blessings. For, if our first parents were to 
derive any consolation or benefit from the promise in this life; if it was to turn their repent- 
ance to any account; or to give them any hope and confidence toward God, whom they had 
_offended, to be assured that the head of the serpent.should be bruised, then their attention must 
have been turned to spiritual blessings as the result of this, since in this life they neither 
‘obtained exemption from labour, suffering, or death. Now those who adopt the principle of 
Mr. Davison, and will allow of no. revélations in those ages being assumed but those which 
are recorded by Moses, are bound to allow that there was in the promise something which 
was intended to give religious hope and comfort to the first pair, and to their immediate pos- 
senty, ‘or they cannot account for the existence of religious worship and the hope which it 
plies, since there is no other recorded promise of the same antiquity, and they will allow 
‘nothing to be assumed besides what is written. If, then, this first promise ministered to the 


blessings which they had lost, namely, the favour of God and eternal life, and to tl 
coming to” them through the bruising of the head of the serpent. by the seed of the woman. 


authority, the doctrine of collateral expository revelations, for these would throw lig cht. up 
the figurative and symbolic terms of the promise, and. show much of its real and spi 1 

import: In either case we must resort to this promise as the.source of that hope of pa 
and spiritual victory, which, from the time it was given, became an inmate in the bosoms of | 
_ faithful-men, and animated them in their moral conflicts. Whoever, then, the seed of the 

woman might be, he was, in this very promise, exhibited as the Restorer of the all-important. 

spiritual blessings of the Divine favour, power over Satan, and eternal life. Thus their notions 

of his character, and, indeed, of his superior nature, would be still farther advanced. ; 

But the bine head of Satan, which could only be understood of a fatal blow to be 
inflicted on the power which he had acquired over man, and which had displayed itself in the 
introduction of suffering and death, in the evil dispositions of men toward each other, and all 
the miseries which so soon sprung up in society, directed their hope also to future blessings as 
to themselves’ and their posterity, which blessings could be no less than deliverance from the 
evils which the subtlety of the serpent had introduced; namely, as to them, deliverance from 
affliction and death; and, as to society, a return to primeval purity. Whether they looked 
for this deliverance by a renovation of the present world, or by the introduction of the pious 
into another, we cannot say. If our-first parents were, for some time, uncertain as to this 
point, the antediluvian family could not long remain so, since the doctrine of a future life was 
known to Enoch, and, if not before, was tevealed to others by: the fact of his translation, and 
he was but “the seventh from Adam.” But whether by the renovation of the earth, and the 
restoration of the body of man to immortality in this world, or by the resurrection of | 
and the glorification of the soul in a future state, still was such a restoration imp! 
promise, and the person by, whom death was to be conquered and sin expelled fro 
heart, and immortality and bliss restored, was stilf “the seed of the woman.” ; 
divinity of a being capable of bestowing such favours, was, at least, indicated in the first 
promise, is not, therefore, too strong a conclusion; and though new communications of this 
truth, coming through “separate channels,” illustrated the text of this-revelation, yet in the 
channel of the original promise, through which came the first hope of “a Redeemer,” we see 
those concomitant circumstances from-which it could not but be inferred, that he was, at least, 
super-human and super-angelic. He was the seed of the woman, and yet superior to “ the 
archangel fallen”—and he was seen in that promise, as he is seen now, though with greater 
detail of circumstance, as the great medium of pardon, moral renovation, immortality, and 
eternal life. ; 

It is equally untenable to say, that the doctrine of the incarnation was not to be deduced 
from the promise before us, but that this also came by “a separate channel.”. The farther 
revelation of this truth opened for itself various courses, but it is there also. The being there 
spoken of as superior to the serpent, and as so superior to man, even in his innocence and 
perfection, that he should subdue the power which had subdued Adam, and recover. what 
Adam lost, was, nevertheless, to be “the szep of the woman:” to be her offspring even in her 
fallen state; so that in truth so much of the doctrine of the incarnation was to be deduced 
from the promise, that this “seed of the woman’? was at once to be man, and more than man. 
And then for the doctrine of his ‘vicarious sufférings,” and their efficacy, why should we be 
compelled wholly to look forthe first indication of this to revelations coming to man through 
separate and later channels? These, we again thankfully acknowledge, have been abundantly _ 
opened; but, if we allow Adam and the patriarchs to have been men of but common powers __ 
of reflection, (though to them a very vigorous and even cultivated intellect might in justice be 
conceded,) then the first indication of this truth also must have been seen in the first promise, 
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oe comparatively dim and obscure, we grant; but there was a substantive manifestation 
‘of it; and, to say nothing of collateral instruction from Gop himself, it was apprehended in 
the first promise, not by difficult and distant, but by near and natural inference, that the 
restoration of man should be effected by the sufferings of the Restorer. For what could be 
understood by the bruising of the heel of the seed of the woman in the conflict which was to 
Spring from the enmity put between that seed, some one digtinguiahed person so called, and 
the serpent, but a temporary injury and suffering? and why should he sustain the injury 
rather than any other descendant of the woman, except that the conflict, in which he cheseok 
was in his character of Redeemer, coming forth to the struggle for man’s sake, and for man’s 
rescue? As he was a being superior to man, and yet man, then is there an indication of his 
incarnation ; if ofthis incarnation, then it was indicated also that his sufferings were voluntary, 
for to suffer could not spring from his weakness who was able to subdue, but from the will of 
Him who chose, in this way, to subdue the grand enemy. His suffering, then, was for man, 
and it was voluntary suffering for man; and if voluntary, then was there a connection between 
this his temporary voluntary suffering and the bruising of the serpent’s head, that is, his con- 
‘quest over Satan, and the rescue of man from his dominion ; in other werds, there was an 


efficacy in his sufferings which connected themselves, not by accident, but by appointment and 


= Set with man’s salvation from those evils, spiritual and corporal, which had been 
duced by the power and malice of the devil, : ; 
Interpreted then by itself, there is much more in this promise than Mr. Dayison has disco- 
_vered in it. It exhibited to man the means of his salvation; this was to br » effected by the 
interposition of a being of a.superior nature, made “the seed of the woman;” his office was to 
destroy the works of the devil; he exposed himself to voluntary sufferings for this-end; these 
sufferings had a direct efficacy and connection with man’s deliverance from the power of Satan, 
and, therefore, we may add, with the justice of Gop, since Satan could have no power over 
man but by God’s permission, which permission was a part of man’s righteous punishment. 
‘This last consideration is of great importance. For as the patriarchs, with their lofty and 
clear notions of the majesty of the Divine Being, could not suppose that Satan had obtained 
any victory over him, or that the conflict between the Redeemer and him was‘to be one of 
power merely, since they must have known that he might at any time have been expelled from 
his usurped dominion by the fiat of the Almighty; so the dominion of Satan must have been 
regarded: by them in the light of a judicial permission for the punishment of sin, and exhibit- 
ing the awful justice and sanctity of the law of God. It would, therefore, necessarily follow, 
-in their reasonings on this subject, that the sufferings of the seed of the woman, expressed by 
the bruising‘of his heel, as they were demonstrated to be voluntary on his part by the superior 
greatness of his nature, and were expressly appointed on the part of God, as appears from the 
very terms of the first promise, were connected with this exercise of punitive justice, and were’ 
designed to remove it. . Here, then, the notion of satisfaction and atonement breaks in, and a 
basis was laid for the rite of expiatory sacrifice, and the conformity of that rite to the doctrine 
of the first promise is at once seen; it thus became a visible expression of the faith of the 
fathers in this appointed method of man’s deliverance. 
‘There is nothing in this exposition of the import of the first promise which is so suggested 
by what we now know on these important subjects, as to be supposed out of the reach of the 
spiritually minded and reflecting part of the first family ; and if so, then this promise may be 
considered as the basis of Abel’s faith, and its doctrine as visibly embodied in what was pecu- 
liar in Abel’s offering. Even if we were not able to'refer to a promise sufficiently definite.to 
support such an expression of faith, the former view we have taken would still hold good, that 
all faith necessarily supposes a previous revelation; and if faith does, by its acts, refer to a 


* 


particular revelation, then an actual previous revelation of some particular doctrine, object, or . . 


view, must necessarily be supposed, or it is not faith, but fancy and presumption. oh 
It is vainly urged against this, by Mr. Davison, that the faith spoken of by St. Paul in 
Hebrews xi, had for its simple and general object, that “God is the rewarder of such as dili- 
gently seek him.” For, though this is supposed as the ground of every act of faith, yet the 
special acts recorded have each their special object. Even, if it were not so, this general 
principle itself, is not to be so generally and indefinitely interpreted, as Mr. Davison would 
have it, who tells us that the first creed was “that God is a rewarder,” and that the other 
articles were given by successive and distant revelations. This is a partial and delusive 
statement ; for, from this very text, which surely Mr. Dayison had no right to curtail, another 
article is to be assigned to the first creed, namely, that God is not merely a rewarder, but a 
rewarder of those “that diligently seek him? Even with respect to the first, as Mr. Law 
justly observes, ‘‘God cannot be considered as a -rewarder of mankind in any other sense than 
as he is a fulfiller of his promises made to mankind in the covenant of Messiah. For God 
could-not give, nor man receive, any rewards or blessings, but in and through one Mediator, 
Christ Jesus.” (3) But we may add, 1 at the rewarding mentioned by the Apostle is con- 
nected with “seeking” him. Only to such he was or is a reward “who diligently seek him,” 
and this seeking or worshipping God supposes some appointed instituted method of approach- 
_ing him, and which, therefore, must be regarded by an acceptable faith, and recognised by its 
<5 F fh eT a 
if \ (3) Confutation of Warburton, 
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external acts. ‘This is pot mere inference, for both Cain and Abel believed that ‘God is, and 
that he is a rewarder,” and they both sought him; “but they sought him differently, and to. 
Abel only and to his offering, that is, to his mode of “seeking” God, his Maker had respect. 
But farther, the whole chapter shows that, besides this general principle, the acts of faith there 
recorded reposed on antecedent revelations, either general or specific, whieh accorded with 
them. Noah’s faith respected the promise of his preservation 1n the ark; Abraham’s, that he 
should have a son, that his seed should possess the earthly Canaan, and he himself the hea- 
venly Canaan; Moses’ faith, in the first instance recorded of it, respected the promises of 
spiritual and eternal blessings to those who should renounce the “pleasures of sin for a season,” 
and in the second, the promise of God to deliver Israel, and to fulfil the: promise made to 
‘Abraham; and so also in the other instances given, the faith constantly respected some par- 
ticular revelation from God. From all this, it will follow, that the Apostle, in this chapter, 
did not intend to say that the object of faith in any age whatever, was exclusively, that God 
is a rewarder of them who seek Pah, but that the elders ‘who obtained the “good report” had 
faith in the word and promises of God, and for that had-been honoured and rewarded. He 
lays down two principles, it is true, which must be assumed before any special act of faith can 
be exercised —“ That God is,” or there could be no object of trust ; ‘and that he rewards them 
that “diligently seek him,” or there could be no motive to. prayer, or to ask his interposition 
in any case ; but these principles being admitted, then every word and promise of God becomes 
an object of faith to good men, who derive from this habit of trusting in God, on the authority 
of hisown engagements, that courage and constancy by which they are distinguished, and are 
crowned with those rewards which he has always attached to faith. 

‘And here, also, we may observe, that the notion stated above, that the mere belief by these 
ancient patriarchs that God is, and “that he is a rewarder,” could not be at all apposite to the 
purpose for which this recital of the faith of the elders was addressed to the Hebrews. The 
object of it was clearly to induce the Jews, who believed, not ‘to cast away their confidence,” 
their faith in Christ. “But what adaptation to this end can we discern in the dry statement 
that Abel and Enoch believed that God is, and that he is “a rewarder?” Had the Hebrews 
renounced Christ, and turned Jews again, they would still have believed these two points of 
doctrine. There are but two views of this recital of the instances of ancient faith which can 
harmonize it with the Apostle’s argument and design. The first is to consider him as adducing 
this list of worthies as examples of a steady faith in all that God had then revealed to man, 
and of the happy effects which followed. ‘The connection of this with his argument will then 
be obvious; for, by these examples, he urges the Hebrews to persevere in believing all that 
God had, “in these last days,” revealed of his Son, Jesus Christ, in disregard of the dangers 
and persecutions to which they were exposed on that account; because thus they would share 
in the “ good report” and in the rewards of the “ elders” of their own church, and imitate the 
honourable piety of their ancestry. ‘This is enough for our argument. But there is a second 
view, not to be slightly passed over, which is, that these instances of ancient faith are adduced 
by the Apostle to prove that all the “elders” of the patriarchal and Jewish churches had faith 
in THE Curist To come, and that, therefore, the Hebrews would be the imitators of their faith 
and the partakers of its rewards in “ holding fast their confidence,” their faith in the same Christ 
who had already come, and whom they had received as such. Nor is even this stronger view 
difficult to be made out; for, though the different acts and exercises of faith ascribed to them 
have respect to different promises and revelations, some spiritual, some temporal, and some. 
mixed, yet may we trace in all of them a respect, mére or less immediate, to the leading object 
of all faith, the Messiah himself. We have seen, that Abel’s faith had respect to the method 
of man’s justification, through the sufferings of the seed of the woman. As that. seed was 
appointed to remedy the evils brought into the world by the serpent, it is clear that eternal 
life could only be expected with reference to him, and Enoch’s lofty faith in a future heavenly 
‘tate consequently looked to him then, like ours now, as “the author of eternal salvation to 
them that obey him,”—a conclusion, as to this patriarch, which is rendered stronger by his 
prophecy of Christ’s coming to judgment “ with ten thousand of his saints.” Noah’s faith had 
immediate respect to the promise of God to preserve him in the ark; but it cannot be discon- 
nected from his faith in the first promise and other revelations of the bruising of the head of 
the serpent by Messiah, a promise which had not been accomplished, and which, if he believed 
God to be faithful, he must have concluded could not fall to the ground, and that his preser- 
vation, in order to prevent the human race from extinction, and to bring in the seed of-the 
woman, in the fulness of time, was connected with it. His faith in God, as his deliverer, was 
bound up, therefore, we may almost say necessarily, with his faith in the Redeemer, 
and the one was the evidence of the other; for which reason, principally, it probabl 
was, that the A ostle says “that he became heir of the righteousness which is by faith.” 
All the acts of Abraham’s faith had respect, immediately or ultimately, to the promised seed. 
The possession of Canaan by his. posterity, from whom the Messiah was to spring,-—the 
enjoyment of eternal life for himself, which was the final effect of his justification by faith in 
the seed in whom all rations were to be blessed,—the transaction as to Isaae, when he believed 
that God would raise him from the dead, because he believed that the promise could not fail 
which had declared that the Messiah should spring from Isaae,—“In Isaac shall thy seed be 
called.” The faith of Isaac, in blessing, or prophesying of the condition of Jacob and Esau, 
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had still reference to the Messiah, who was to descerid from Jacob, not Esau, and the lot of 
whose posterity was regulated accordingly. The same observation may be made as to 
Jacob blessing the sons of Joseph, and Joseph’s making mention of the departure of the 
children of Israel, and giving commandment concerning his. bones: both related to the settle- 
ment of the tribes in Canaan, and both were complicated with the relation of that event to, 
and the peculiarity stamped upon Israel, by the expected coming of Messias. When Moses, 
by faith, full of the hopes of immortality, renounced the temptations of the Egyptian court, the 
reproach he endured is called “the reproach of Christ,” the Apostle thus plainly intimating, 
that it was through the expected Messiah that he looked for the hope of eternal life, “ the 
recompense of the reward.” His faith, as leader of the hosts of Israel, was connected with the 
promises of God to give them possession of the land of Canaan as their patrimony, as,that was 
with the advent of the Messiah among them “in the fulness of-time.” The faith of Rahab 
may appear more remotely connected with the promise of Messiah; but the connection may 
still be traced. She believed in the God of Israel as the true God; but by entertaining and 
preserving the spies, she also intimated her faith in the promise of God to give the descend- 
ants of Abraham the land of Canaan for their inheritance, which design'she could only know 
from the promises made to Abraham, either traditionally from him, who had himself long 
resided in Canaan, or by information from the spies; and if she had this knowledge in either 
way, it is not difficult tq suppose her informed, also, as to the seéd promised to Abraham, in 
which all the nations of the earth were to be blessed. I incline to think, that the faith of 
Rahab had respect not so much to any information she received from the spies, as to tradi- 
tions derived from Abraham. Whether she stood, by her descent, in any near relation to 
those with whom Abraham had more immediately conversed, or whether Abraham had very 
publicly testified in Canaan God’s design to establish his posterity there, and to raise up from 
among them the holy seed, the Messiah, I will not pretend to determine ; but there are two 
reasons which, atleast, make it probable that Abraham gave a public testimony to religious 
truth during his residence in Canaan. The first is, his residencé in tents; thereby “declaring 
plainly,” says the Apostle Paul, “that he sought a better country, even a heavenly ;” that is, 
deciaring it to the Canaanites, or the action would have had no meaning, declaring this doc- 
trine to the people of his own age. The second is, that the same Apostle gives it as a reason 
for the preservation of Rahab that she believed, while those “that believed not,” perished, 
meaning plainly the rest of the Canaanites. Now, what were they: to believe, and why were 
they guilty for not believing ? The only rational answer to be given is, that they had had 
the means of knowing the designs of God, as to Abraham and his posterity, from whom the 

romised Messiah was to spring; and that, not crediting the testimony given first by Abra- 

am, and which was afterward confirmed by the wonders of Egypt, but setting themselves 
against the designs of God, they “perished” judicially, while Rahab, on account of her faith 
in these revelations, was preserved. —_- . 

With respect to “Gideon, and Barak, and Samson, and Jephthah, and Daniel, and Samuel,” 
they were judges, kings, and conquerors. They had a lofty faith in the special promises of 
success, which God was pleased to make to them; but that faith, also, sprung from, and was 
supported by, the special relation in which their nation stood to Jehovah; they were the seed 
of Abraham; they held their land by the grant of the Most High; they were all taught to look 
for the rising of the mighty prince Messiah among them; and their faith in special promises 
of success, could not but have respect to all these covenant engagements of God with their 
people, and may be considered as in no small degree grounded upon them, and, in its special 
acts, as an evidence that they had this faith in the deeper and more comprehensive promises. 
Certain it is, that one of them mentioned in this list of warriors, David, does, in the very- songs 
in which he celebrates his victories, almost constantly blend them with the conquests of Messiah; 
which is itself a marked and eminent proof of the connection which was constantly kept up in 
the minds of the pious governors of Israel between the political fortunes of their nation and the 
promises which respected the seed of Abraham. As to the Prophets, also:mentioned by the 
Apostle, they were constantly made the channels of new revelations as to the Messiah, and 
their faith, therefore, had an immediate reference to him; and for the sufferers in the cause of 
religious truth, so honourably recorded, the martyrs of the Old Testament who had “trial of 
cruel mockings and scourgings, were stoned, sawn asunder,” &c, they are all represented as 
supported by their hope of immortality and a resurrection; blessings which, from the first, 
were acknowledged to come to man only through the appointed Redeemer. Thus the faith of 
all had respect to Christ, either more directly or remotely ; and, if farther proof were necessary, 
all that has been said is crowned by the concluding sentence of the Apostle— and these all 
having obtained a good report, through faith, received not the promise, God having provided 
some better thing for us, that they without us should not be made. perfect ;” which “better 
thing,” whether it mean the personal appearance of Messiah, or their-reception into heaven by 
a resurrection, which God determined should not take place as to the church separately, but 
in a body, proves that not only did their faith look back to special promises of succour, deliver- 
ance, and other blessings; but was constantly looking forward to Christ, and to the blessings 
of a resurrection and eternal life, which he was to bestow. This, he affirnis, too, was the case 
‘with att whom he had mentioned—“ these ait, pep in the faith ;” but in what faith did they 
die? not the faith they had in the promises of the various deliverances mentioned in the chapter; 
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those special acts of faith were past, and the special promises to which they were directed: were 
obtained long before death: they died in the faith of unaccomplished promises—the appearance 
of Messiah, and the obtaining of eternal life through him. 2 NE ‘ 

Enough has been said to prove, that the sacrifice of Abel was expiatory, and that it conformed, 
as an act of faith, to some anterior revelation. If*that revelation were only that’ which is 
recorded in the first promise, on which some remarks have been offered, Abel’s faith accorded 
with its general indication of the doctrine of vicarious suffering; but his visibly representing 
his faith in these doctrines, by an animal sacrifice, is not to be resolved into the invention and 
device of Abel, though he himself should be assumed to have been the first to adopt this rite 
unless we suppose him to have been under special direction. It is very true, and a point not 
to be at any time lost sight of, that the open and marked acceptance of Abel’s sacrifice was a 
Divine confirmation of the mode of approaching him by animal sacrifice; and seems to have 
been intended as instructive and admonitory to the world, and to have invested this mode of 
worship with a renewed and more signal stamp of Divine appointment than heretofore. That 
in this light it was considered by the Apostle, appears plainly deducible from his words, ‘and 


- by it, (his sacrifice) he being dead, yet speaketh.” By words more emphatic he could not 


have marked the importance of that. act, as an act of public and sanctioned instruction. Abel 
“spoke” to all succeeding ages, and continues’ to speak, not by his personal righteousness, not 
by any other circumstance whatever, but by his sacrifice, (for with @vo.as Understood, must 
avrns agree ;) and in nod way-could he, except by his sacrifice as distinct from that of Cain, 
speak to future ages, and as that sacrifice taught how sinful guilty men were to approach God, 
and was a declaration of the necessity of atonement for their sins. We should think this a 
sufficient answer to all who complain of the want of an express indication of the Divine appoint- 
ment of animal expiatory sacrifice in the first family. ‘The indication called for is here express, 
since this kind of sacrifice was accepted, and an offering, not animal and not expiatory, was 
as publicly rejected; and since, also, Abel, as we may conclude from the Apostle’s emphatic 
words, did not act in this affair merely as a private man; but as one who was, by-his acts, to 
instruct and influence others—“ by it he, being dead, yet,” even.to this day, “speaketh.” 
- Decidedly, however, as this circumstance marked out a sanctioned method of approaching 
Gop, we think that Abel rather conformed to a previously appointed sacrificial institution 
than then, for the first time, offered an animal and expiatory sacrifice, though it should be 
supposed to be under a Divine direction. For Cain could not have been so blamable had he 
not violated some rule, some instituted practice, as.to the mode of worship; and, after all 
that has been said, the clothing of our first parents with the skins of beasts, cannot so well 
be a. for as by supposing those skins to have been taken from animals offered in 
sacrifice. ths 

But whether this typical method of representing the future atonement first took place with 
Abel, or previously with Adam, a Divine origin must be assigned to it. The proof of this 
has been’ greatly anticipated in-the above observations which have been designed to establish 
the expiatory character of Abel’s offering; but a few additional remarks on this subject may 
not be useless. fax! 

‘ The human invention of primitive animal sacrifice is a point given up by Mr. Davison, and 
other writers on the same ‘side, if such sacrifices can be proved expiatory. The human 
invention of eucharistic offerings they can conceive; and Mr. Davison thinks he can find a 
natural explanation of the practice of offering animal sacrifice, if considered as a confession of 
guilt ; but for “that condition of animal sacrifice, its expiatory atoning power,” he observes, 
“T confess myself-unable to comprehend how it can ever be grounded on the principles of 
réason, or deduced from the light of nature. There exists no discernible connection between 
the one and the other. On the contrary, nature has nothing to say for such an expiatory 
power, and reason every thing against it. For that the life of a brute creature should ransom 
the life of a man ; that its blood should have any virtue to wash away his sin, or purify his — 
conscience, or redeem his penalty ; or that the involuntary sufferings of a being, itself uncon- 
scious and irrational, should have a moral efficacy to his benefit or pardon, or be able to 
restore him with Gop, these are things repugnant to the sense of reason, incapable of beg 
brought into the scale of the first ideas of nature, and contradictory to all- genuine religion, 
natural and revealed. For as to the remission of sin, it is plainly altogether within the — 
prerogative of Gon, an act of his mere mercy; and since it is so, every thing relating to ne 


conveyance and the sanction, the profession, and the security of it, can spring only from 
appointment.” : , 

- But this being allowed, and nothing can be more obvious, then it follows, that the patriarchal 
sacrifices, if proved to be expiatory, as the means of removing wrath from offenders, and of 
conveying and sanctioning pardon, must be.allowed to have had Divine institution, and. the 
notion of their being of human device, must, in consequence, be given up. In proof of thi 
we have seen that Abel’s justification was the result of his faith, and that this faith wae 
comected with that in his sacrifice ‘which distinguished it from the offering of Cain ; and thus 
its expiatory character is established by its having been the means to him of the remission of 
sin; and the appointed medium of the “conveyance” and “ security” of the benefit. We have 
also seen, that Noah’s burnt offermg was connected with the averting of the wrath of God 
from the future world, so that not even its wickedness should lead him again “ to destroy all 
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flesh” bya universal flood; that the sacrifices of the friends of Job (4) were of the. same 
expiatory character ; and that the reason for the prohibition of blood was, under both dispen- 
sations, the patriarchal and the Mosaic, the same. To these may be added two passages in 
Exodus, which show that animal sacrifices, among the patriarchs, were offered for averting 
the Divine displeasure, and that this notion of sacrifice was entertained by the Israelites, 
previous to the giving of the law. “Let us go, I pray thee, three days’ jowney into the 
desert, and sacrifice unto the, Lord our God, lest he fall upon us with pestilence, or with the 
sword,” Exodus v, 3. “Thou must give us also sacrifices and burnt offerings, that we may 
sacrifice unto the Lord our God,” Exodus x, 25, 26. The-remark of Dr. Richie (5) is here 
pertinent. “In these two passages Moses and Aaron speak of sacrificing not as a new and 
uncommon thing, but as a usual mode of worship, with which Pharaoh was as well acquainted 
as themselves, consequently a thing that was not a late ornew invention.” And in pursuance 
of the same argument it may be noted, that Moses, even in the law, no where speaks of 
expiatory sacrifice as a new institution, a rite which was henceforward to be considered as 
bearing a higher character than formerly ; but as a thing familiar to the people. Now such 
an intimation would, doubtless, have been necessary on the very ground ‘just stated, the 
repugnancy of animal sacrifices, considered as expiatory, to nature and reason ; but to prepare 
them for such a change, for an institution so repugnant to the former class and order of their 
notions on this subject, there is nothing said by Moses, no intimation of an alteration in the 
character of sacrifice is given; but a practice manifestly familiar is brought under new and 
special rules, assigned to certain persons as the saerificers, and to certain places, and appro=. 
priated to the national religion,’and the system of a theocratical government. Whence, then, 
did this familiarity with the notion of expiatory sacrifice arise among the Israelites? If the 
book of Genesis were written previously to the law, and they collected the notion from that, 
then this is proof that they understood the patriarchal sacrifices to)be expiatory; and if, as 
others think, that book was not written the first in the series of the Pentateuch, but the last, 
they had the notion fron tradition and custom. 

hough we think that the evidence of Scripture is of sufficient clearness to establish the 
Divine origin of the antediluvian sacrifices; and, with Hallet, eens the public Divine 
acceptance of Abel’s sacrifice as amounting toa demonstration of their institution by the authority 
of God, the argument drawn from the natural incongruity of sacrificial rites, on which so many 
writers have forcibly dwelt, ought not to be overlooked. It comes in to confirm the above 
deductions from Scripture, and though it has been sometimes attacked with great ingenuity, it 
has never been solidly refuted. <‘It is evident,” says Delany, (7) ‘that unprejudiced reason 
never could antecedently dictate, that destroying the best of our fruits and creatures could be 
an office acceptable to God, but quite the cohiapry- Also, that it did not prevail from any 
demand of nature is undeniable, for I believe that no man will say that we have any natural 
instinct or appetite to gratify in spilling the blood of an innocent, inoffensive creature upon 
the earth, or burning his body upon an altar. Nor could there be any temptation from 
appetite to do this in those ages, when the whole sacrifice was consumed by fire, or when, if it 
were not, yet men wholly abstained from flesh.” 

The practice cannot be resolved into priestcraft, for no order of priests was then-instituted ; 
and if men resolve it into superstition, they must not gulyagepnase that the first family were 
superstitious, but, also, that God, by his acceptance of Abel’s.sacrifice, gave his sanction to a 
superstitious and irrational practice ; and if none will be so bold as this, there remains no 
other resource, than to contend for its reasonableness, in opposition to the argument just quoted 
from Delany; and to aid the case by assuming, also, that it was the dictate of a delicate and 
enlightened sentimentalism. This 1s the course taken by Mr. Davison, who has placed what 
others have urged with the same intent, in the most forcible light, so that, in refuting him, we 
refute all. To begin with “tke more simple forms of oblation ;” those offerings of the fruits 
of the earth, which have been termed eucharistical, “‘reason,” says Mr. Davison, “seems to 
recognise them at once; they are the tokens of a commemorative piety, rendering to the 
Creator and Supreme Giver, a portion of his gifts, in confession of his original dominion in 
them, and of his continued favour and beneficence.” But this is very far from being a rational 
account of even simple thank offerings of fruits; supposing such offerings to have been really 
made in those primitive times. Of this, in fact, we have no evidence, for we read only of one 

_ oblation of this kind, that of Cain, and it was not accepted by Gop. But waiving that objection, 
_and supposing such offerings to have formed a part of the’primitive worship, from whence, we 
may ask, did men obtain the notion, that in. such acts they gave back to the Supreme Giver 
“some portion of his gifts? It is not, surely, assumed by the advocates of this theory, that the 
first men were like those. stupid idolaters of following ages, who thought that the deities 


_ (4) Mr. Davison, in pursuance of his theory, that the patriarchal sacrifices were not expiatory, has strangely 
averred, that this transaction is “‘a proof of the efficacy of Job’s prayer, not of the expiatory power o the 
sacrifice of his friends.” Why, then, was not the prayer efficacious, without the sacrifice ? And how could 
the * burnt offering” of his friends give efficacy to his prayer, unless by way of expiation ? What is the 

office of expiatory sacrifice, but to avert the anger of God from the offerer ? This was hcg the effect 
of the burnt offering of Eliphaz and his friends: that it was connected with the prayer of ob, no more alters 
the expiatory character of that offering, than the prayers which accompanied such offerings under the 'aw. 

(5) Pec-Doc. (6) In Hebrews xi, 4 (”) Revelation Examined. 
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© themselves feasted upoy the oblations brought to their . On the: their views 
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independence are entertained, is that of gratitude, and thanksgiving, and obedience. ‘T 
farm “ag reasonable servicey” bat when we go beyond these, we may well be at-a loss to 
mow, “ what we can give unto him.” If he requires more than these, as ackno 

POS thqnadener end bis peodaant how chou weiknow therbs reyaker nit, nless We 
had some revelation on the subject? And if we had a general revelation, importing that 
something more would be acceptable, how should we be able to fix upon one particular thing, 
8s the sadject of'sach an oblation, more than another? A divine institution would invest 
swch affrings witha symbolical, or a typical character, or both; and then they would have a 
Manis reason > bat, , independent of that, they would rest upon no rational ground 
Whatever; there could be no diseermble connection between the act and the end, in any case 
where the majesty and spirituality of God were recognised. Mr. Davison assumes that, 
though “the prayer er the ablation eannot purchase the favour of God, it may make us fitter 
@bjects of his Revour.” But, we ask, even if we should allow that prayer makes us fitter 
objects of his fhvour, how we couki know even this without revelation; or, if we could : 
this effect to the account of prayer by something like a rational deduction, how we ce 
the idea; that to approach a spirifua! being, with a few handfuls of fruit gathered from 
earth, and to present them in addition to our prayers, should render us the “fitter objects” of 


the Divine beneficence ? . There is ne rational connection between the act and the end, on _ 


which to exablish the canclusion. : 
Reason Ailing here, recourse is had to sentiment. : ‘ 
“Tn the first dawn of the world, and the beginnings of religion, it is réasonable to think ~ 
that the direction of feeling and. duty was more exclusively toward God. ‘The recent creation 


strong energies of feeling, and the insulated condition of the primitive race.” (8) en 
‘Two or three observations will be sufficient to dissipate all these fancy pictures. 1. It is 
mot true, that the “recent creation of the world, the“tevelations in Paradise,” &c, made that 
great moral impression upon the first men which is here described. That impression did not 
Keep our first parents from Sin; much less did it produce this effect upon Cain and his 
Gescendants 3 nor u * the sons of God,” the race of Seth, who soon became corrupt; and 
89 wickedness rapidly Increased,-until the measure of the sin of the world was filled up. 2.-It 
is equally unfounded, that in that state of society “works of justice and charity could have 
hitle place, and that works of adoration must fill the void ;” for the crimes daid to the charge 
of the antediluvians are wickedness, and especially vielence, which is opposed both to justice 
end to charity; and it is impossible to suppose any state of society existing, since the in' 
which both justice and charity were not virtues of daily requirement, and that in their constant 
and vigorous exercise. Cain, for instance, needed both, for he grossly violated both in hating — 
end mardering his brother. 3. That strongly active devetional sentiment which Mr. Davi 
. to exist in those ages, which required something more to embody and represent it 
than peyer and praise, and which with so mueh plastic energy is assumed to have clothed 
Nself “with the imagery of a symbolical expression,” is equally contradicted by the facts of 
she cam. ‘There Was no such excess of the devotional principle. On Mr. Davison’s own 
of the “more abundant sacrifice,” more in quantiiy, one of the two brothers, _ 


m on 
first Gescended from the first pair, was deficient in it; the rapidly spreading wickedness of _ 


man shows that the religious sentiment was weak and not powerful; it is not seen even in 
the perverted forms of idolatry and superstition, for neither is chireed’s 


. pon the antediluvi ‘ 
bat moral wickedness ; and instead of their having “a more intense’ : er tke 
belag and presence of as Mr, Davison imagines for them, Moses declares the magina- 
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tion of the thoughts of the heart of man to be only evil continually,” and that even long before 
the flood, and while-men were alive who had conversed with Adam. Thus pass away the 
fancies on whieh this theory is built; nor is that of Bishop Warburton better supported, who 
resolves these early oblations into a representation by action, arising out of the “defects and 
imperfections of the primitive language ;” for of these defects and imperfections there is not 
only not the least evidence, but the irresistible inference from the narrative of Moses, is, that 
a language was in use in the first family sufficiently copious for all subjects of religion, as 
well as for the common intercourse of life. ‘This notion also farther involves the-absurdity. 
and contradiction, that when-man was created in perfection, he should not be endowed wit 
the power of embodying his thoughts in language. Bi s 

Ts, then, the presentation of the mere fruits of the earth to God as thank offerings and 
acknowledgments of dependence, cannot be reasonably accounted for without supposing a 
Divine institution, the difficulty is increased when animal oblations are added to these offerings, 
and considered also as merely eucharistical. All the difficulties just mentioned lie with equal 
force against such a designation of them, with these additional éonsiderations, 1. That the 
putting beasts-to death is an act farther removed from the idea of a mere oblation, since 
nothing would, without a revelation, appear less acceptable to a merciful. and benevolent 
being. 2. A moral objection would also interpose. Man’s dominion of the creatures was from 
God; but it was to be exercised, like his power of every other kind, upon his responsibility. 
Wanton cruelty to animals must, of necessity, have been considered a moral evil. To inflict 

ain and death upon even the noxious animals, without so clear a necessity as should warrant 
it, and without its being necessary to the “‘subduing” of the earth; could not be thought blame- 
less, much less upon those innoxious animals which, from the beginning, were the only subjects 
of sacrifice. This would be felt the more strongly before flesh had been permitted to man for 
food, and when, so to speak, a greater sacredness was thrown around the life of the domestic 
animals than afterward ; nor can it appear reasonable, even if we were to allow that a sort of 
sentimentality might lead man to fix upon the oblation of slain beasts as an expressive ritual to 
be added to the “Liturgy of Nature ;” that, without any authority, any intimation from heaven 
that such sacrifices would be well pleasing to Gop, men could conclude that a mere sentimental 
notion of ceremonial fitness, and giving “boldness to the representative character” of worship, 
would be a sufficient moral reason to take of their flocks and herds, and shed their blood and 
burn their flesh upon altars. Mr. Davison endeavours to meet the objection to the natural 
incongruity of animal sacrifices as acts of worship, by distinguishing between the two condi- 
tions of animal sacrifice, “the guilt of the worshipper, and the expiation of his sin.” Expiatory 
sacrifice, we have seen, he gives up, as not for a moment to be referred to human invention, but 
thinks that there was no natural incongruity in the offering of animals as a mere acknowledg- 
ment of guilt, and as a confession of sin and the desert of death. But still, if we could trace 
any connection between this symbolical confession and thé real case of man, which is difficult, 
if not impossible, what could lead him to the idea, that more than simple confession of sin by 
the lips, and the penitent feelings of the heart, would be acceptable to God; if he had received 
no revelation on the subject? and if this, like the former, were a device of mere ceremonial 
sentimentalism, it was still too frail a ground to justify his putting the inferior creatures to 
death, without warrant from their Creator and Preserver. It is also equally unfortunate for 
this theory, and, indeed, wholly fatal to it, that the distinction of clean and unclean beasts 
existed, as we have already scen, before the flood. Upon what, then, was this distinction 
founded? Not upon their qualities as good for food or otherwise, for animals were not yet 
granted for food; and the death of one animal would therefore haye been just as appropriate 
as a symbol of gratitude, or as an acknowledgment of the desert of death, as another,—a horse 
as a heifer, a dog asa lamb. Nay, if animals were intended to represcut the sinner himself, 
unclean and ferocious animals would have been fitter types of his fallen and sinful state; and 
that they were to be clean, harmless, and without spot, shows that they represented some 
other. ‘The distinction of clean and unclean, however, did exist in that early period, and it 
is only to be accounted for by referring it to a sacrificial selection, and that upon Divine 
authority. s 

To the human invention of sacrifice, the objection of “will worship” has also been forcibly 
and triumphantly urged. “Who hath required this at your hands?” “In vain do they wor- 
ship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men.” This has the force of an axiom, 
which, if it ought not to be applied too rigidly to the minutie of forms of worship when they 
connect themselves with authorized leading acts, yet must have a direct application to a wor- 
ship which, in its substance and leading circumstance, was eminently sacrificial, if it be 
regarded as wholly of human device. “Thus,” says Hallet, “Abel must have worshipped 
God in vain, if his sacrificing had been merely a commandment of his father Adam, or an 
invention of his own ;” and he justly asks, ““why we do not now offer up a bullock, a sheep, 
or a pigeon, as a thank offering after any remarkable deliverance, or as an evidence of our 
apprehensions of the demerit of sin?” The sure reason is, because we cannot know that 
God. i accept such ‘will worship,” and so conclude that we should-herein worship God 
“in va ” ae er 

The Divine institution of expiatory sacrifice being thus carried up to the first ages, and to 
the family of the first sinning man, we perceiye the unity of the three great dispensations, of 
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religion to man, , ot peg ery the Leviricat, and the CurisTIan, in the great principle, 
“and without the shedding of blood there is no remission.” But one religion has been given to 
man since his fall, though gradually communicated. ‘This may be best denominated THE 
MINISTRY OF RECONCILIATION, for its exclusive object, however modified externally, is to 

tisfy Gon’s justice, through the instrumentality of the woman’s predicted seed; to restore 
fallen man to the Divine image of holiness; by the agency of the gracious Spirit; and thus,’ 
without compromising any one of God’s attributes, to reconcile an apostate race to their 
offended Creator.” (9) et sl. ye % ; 

We have now adduced the Scriptural evidence of the atonement made by the death_of 
Christ for the sins of the world; a doctrine not speculative and ‘indifferent, but vital to the 
whole scheme of Christianity; a ddctrine which tends to produce the most awful sense of sin, 
and to afford the most solemn motive to repentance; which at once exeites the most sublime views 
of the justice and mercy of Gon, and gives the most affecting exhibition of the compassion and 
love.of Christ; which is the only ground of faith in'the pardoning love of Gop, and, the surest 
guard against presumption; and which, by opening access to God im prayer, keeps before 
man a safe and secure refuge amidst the troubles of life, and in the prospect of eternity. It is 
the only view, too, of the death of Christ which interprets the Holy Scriptures into a consist- 
ent and unequivocal meaning. Their language is wholly constructed-upon it, and, therefore, 
can only be interpreted by it; it is the key to their style, their allusions, their doctrines, their 
prophecies, their types. All is confused and delusive without it; all clear, composed, and 
ordered,:-when placed under its illumination. To Christ under his sacrificial character, as well 
as:in his regal claims, “‘give all the prophets witness ;” and in this testimony all the services of 
the tabernacle, and the rights of the patriarchal age, concur. Christ, as “the Lamb of Gon, was 
slain from the foundation of the world ;” and when the world shail be no more, he will appear 
before his glorified saints, as “the Lamb newly slain,” shedding upon them the unabated e cacy 
of his death for ever. Nor is it-a doctrine to be rejected without imminent. peril—“ Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, except you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you 
have no life in you;” words, which, as Whitby justly observes, “clearly: declare the necessity 
of faith in his body given, and his blood shed for the remission of sins, m order to justification 
and salvation.” | 2 Z ; oa 
" = *. =~ as a “Me 


CHAPTER XXII. os : 
> 
BENEFITS DERIVED To Man FRoM THE ATONEMENT.—JUSTIFICATION. 


WHEN we speak of benefits. received by the human race, in consequence of the atonement 
of Christ, the truth is, that man, having forfeited good of every kind, and even life itself, by 
his transgression, all that remains to him more than evil in the natural world, and in the dis- 
pensations of general and particular providence, as well as all spiritual blessings put within 
his reach by the Gospel, are to be considered as the fruits of the death and intercession of 
Christ, and ought to be gratefully acknowledged as such. We enjoy nothing in our own 
right, and receive all from the hands of the Divine merey. We now, however, speak in par- 
ticular of those benefits which immediately relate to, or which constitute what in Scripture is 
called our satvaTion ; by which term is meant thé deliverance of man from the penalty, 
dominion, and pollution of his sins; his introduction into the Divine favour in this life ; and his 
future and eternal felicity in another.. i 3 

The grand object of-our redemption was to accomplish this salvation ; and the first effect 
of Christ’s atonement, whether anticipated before his coming, as “the Lamb slain from before 
the foundation of the world,” or when effected by his passion, was to place God and man in 
that new relation, from which salvation might be derived to the offender. ; 

__ The only relation in which an offended sovereign and a guilty subject could stand, in mere 
Justice, was: the. relation of a judge and a criminal capitally convicted.’ The new relation’ 
effected by the death of Christ, is, as to God, that of an offentied sovereign having devised 
honourable means to suspend the execution of the sentence of death, and to offer terms of 
pardon to the condemned ; and, as to man, that as the object of this compassion, he receives 
assurance of the placableness of God, and his readiness to forgive all his offences, and may, 

by the use of the prescribed means, actually obtain this favour. : 

To this.is to be added another consideration, God is not merely disposed to forgive the 
offences.of men upon their suit_and *. clap but an affecting activity is ascri in 
Scripture, to the eompassion of God. The atonement of Christ having made it morally prac- 
ticable to exercise mercy, and having removed all legal obstructions out of the way of recon- 
ciliation, that merey pours itself forth in ardent and ceaseless efforts to accomplish its own 
purposes, and, not content with waiting the return of man in penitence and prayer, “God is’ 
in Christ, reconciling the world unto himself ;” that is to say, he employs-various means to 
awaken men to a due sense of their fallen and endangered condition, and to prompt and 


(9) Faber’s Hore Mos. a oc 
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influence them {sometimes with mighty efficacy) to seek his favour and grace, in the way 
Gieahils bad hitnncl oniniuedineparactocled rea. percent pes 4. 


manifestations of Divine truth in the Scriptures. By many, the infliction of labour, and sor- 
row, and di jpointment upon fallen man, and the shortening of the term of human life, are 


overflow in society. Such ends are, doubtless, by the wisdom of God, thus effected to a pint 
only 


at wilful corruption of his truth of which all have been guilty. To the Jews he 
to give a written ‘record of his will; and the possession of this, in its rfect 
evangelical form, has become the distinguished privilege of all Christian nations, who are 
how exerting themselves to make the blessing universal, a result which probably” is not far 
distant. this direct benefit of the atonement of Christ, the law under which we are all 

is exhibited in its full, though reproving, perfection; the character of “Him with 
whom we have to do” is unveiled ; the history of the redeeming acts of our Saviour is record- 
ed; his example, his sufferings, his resurrection, and intercession, the terms of our pardon, the 
process of our regeneration, the bright and attractive path of obedience, are all presented 
to our meditations, and, surmounting the whole, is that “immortality which has been brought 
to light by the Gospel.” Having the revelation, also, in this written form, it is guarded 
against corruption, and, by the multiplication of copies in the present day, it has become a 
book for family reading, and private perusal and study; so that neither can we, except wil- 
fully, remain ignorant of the important truths it contains, nor-can they be long absent from 
the attention of the most careless; from so many quarters are they obtruded upon them. 

To this great religious advantage we are to add the institution of the Christian ministry, or 
the appointment of men, who have been themselves reconciled to God, to preach the word of 
xeconciliation to others; to do this publicly, in opposition to all contempt and persecution, in 
every place where they may be placed, and to which they can have access: to study the word 
of God themselves; faithfully and affectionately to administer it to persons of all conditions ; 
and thus, by a constant activity, to keep the light of truth before the eyes of men, and to im- 
press it upon their consciences, : . = 

These means are all accompanied with the influence of the Holy Spirit; for it is the con- 
stant doctrine of the Seriptures, that men are not left to the mere influence of a revelation of 
truth, and the means of salvation; but are graciously excited and effectually aided in all their 
endeavours to avail themselves of both. Before the flood, the Holy Spirit is represented as 
striving” with men, to restrain them from their w ess, and to lead them to repentance. 
This especially was his benevolent employ, as we learn from St. Peter, during the whole time 
that “the ark was preparing,” the period in which Noah fulfilled his ministry as “ preacher of 
ighteousness” to the disobedient world. Under the law, the wicked are said to “grieve” and. 
resist” the Holy Spirit; and good men are seen earnestly supplicating his help, not only in 
aordinary cases, and for some miraculous purpose, but in the ordinary course of religious 
rience and conflict. The final establishment and the moral effects flowing from Messiah’s 
inion, are ascribed, by the Prophets, to the pouring out of the Spirit, as rain upon the 
parched ground, and as the opening of rivers in the desert; and that the agency of the Spirit 
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intercession of Christ, is not only to render it consistent with a righteous government to for- 


(9) “Tilius esse duritiem humani cordis emollire, cim aut per salutiferam praedicationem Evangelii, aut alia 
quacunque ratione in pectora hominum recipitur : illum eos illuminare, et in agnitionem Dei atque in omnem 


viam veritatis et in totius vite novitatem, et perpetuam:salutis spem perducere.””—Bishop Jewel. & 


i 
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him which believeth in Jesus.” To remit sins and to justify are here also represented as the 


same act; consequent upon a declaration of the righteousness of God, and upon our faith. 


Rom. iv, 4-8, “But to him that worketh not, but believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, 
his faith is counted for righteousness; even as David describeth the biessedness of the man 
unto whom Gop imputeth righteousness without works, saying, Blessed is the man’ whose ini- 
quities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered; blessed is the man to whom the Lord will not 


impute sin.” The quotation from David, introduced by the Apostle, by way of illustrating his - 


doctrine of the justification of the ungodly, by “counting his faith for righteousness,” shows 
clearly, that he considered “justification,” “the imputing of righteousness,” “the forgiveness of 
iniquities,” the “covering of sin,” the “non-imputation of sin,” as of the same import} acts 
substantially equivalent one to another, though under somewhat different views, and therefore 
expressed by terms respettively convertible :—this variety of phrase being adopted probably, 
to preserve the idea which runs throughout the whole Scripture, that in the remission or par- 
don of sin, Almighty God acts in his character of Ruler and Judge, showing mercy upon terms 
satisfactory to his justice, when he might in rigid justice have punished our transgressions to 
the utmost. The term justification especially is judiciary, and taken from cotirts of law and 
the proceedings of magistrates ; and this judiciary character of the act of pardon is also con: 
firmed by the relation of the parties to each other, as it is constantly exhibited in Scripture. 
Goitis an offended Sovereign; man is an offending subject. He has offended against: public 
law, not against private obligations; and the act therefore by which he is relieved from the 
penalty, must be magisterial’and regal. It is, also, a farther confirmation that in this process 
Christ is represented as a public Mediator and Advocate. , “i ice ak 

The importance of acquiring and maintaining this simple and distinct view of justification, 
that it is the remission of sins, as stated in the passages above quoted, will appear from the 
following considerations : J 

1. We are taught that pardon of sin is not an act of prerogative, done above law; but a 
judicial process, done consistently with law. For in this process there are three parties. God, 
as Sovereign ; ‘ Who shall lay any thing to the charge of God’s elect? it is God that justifieth, 
who is he that condemneth?” Christ, as Advocate ; not defending the guilty, but interceding 
for them; “It is Christ that died, yea, rather, that is risen again, who is even at the right 
hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us,” Rom. viii, 33, 34.. “And if any man sin, 
we have an Advocate with the Father,” 1 John ii, 1. The third party is man, who is, by his 
own confession, “guilty,” “a sinner,” “ungodly ;” for repentance in all cases precedes this’ 

ssion of sins, and it both supposes and confesses offence ard desert of punishment. God 
S$ process, not, however, as it has been well expressed “by the law of creation, 
, but by the law of redemption and grace. Not as merely just, though just; but 
, Not as merciful in- general, and ex nuda voluntate, without any respect had to 
satisfaction ; but as propitiated by the blood of Christ, and having accepted the propitiation 
made by his blood. Not merely propitiated by his blood, but moved by his intercession, 
which he makes as our Advocate in heaven; not only pleading the propitiation made and 
accepted, but the repentance and faith of the sinner, and the promise of the Judge before 
whom he pleads.”(1) Thus as pardon or justification does not take place but upon propitia- 
tion, the mediation and intercession of a third party, and on the condition on the part of the 
guilty, not only of repentance, but of “faith” in Christ’s “blood,” which, as before established, 
means faith in his sacrificial death, it is not an act of mere mercy, or of prerogative; but one 
which consists with a righteous government, and proceeds on grounds which secure the honours 
of the Divine justice. 

2. We are thus taught that justification has respect to particular individuals, and is to be 
distinguished from “ that gracious constitution of Gop, by which, for the sake of Jesus Christ, 
he so far delivers all mankind from the guilt of Adam’s sin, as to place them, notwithstanding 
their natural connection with the fallen progenitor of the human race, in a salvable state. 
Justification is a blessing of a much higher and more perfect character, and is not common to 
the human race at large, but exverienced by a certain description of persons in particular.” (2) 
Thus some of our older divines properly distinguish between sententia legis and sententia 
judicis, that is, between legislation and judgment ; between the constitution, whatever it may 
be, under which the sovereign decides, whether it be rigidly just or softened by mercy, and 
his decisions in his regal and judicial capacity themselves. Justification is, therefore, a decision 
under a gracious legislation, “the law of faith ;” but not this legislation itself. ‘For if it be 
an act of legislation, it is then only promise, and that looks toward none in particular ; but to 
all to whom the promise is made, in general, and presupposeth a congition to be performed. 
But justification presupposeth a particular person, a particular cause, a condition performed, 
and the performance, as already past, pleaded ; and the decision proceeds accordingly.” (3) 
Justification becomes, therefore, a subject of personal concern, personal prayer, and personal 
seeking, and is to be personally experienced ; nor can any one be safe in trusting to that, 
general gracious constitution under which he is placed by the mercy of God in Christ, since 
that is established in order to the personal and particular justification of those who believe, but 
must not be confounded with it. 


(1) Lawson’s Theo-politica. (2) Bunting’s Sermon on Justification. _ (3) Lawson’s Theo-politica. 
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+ 
3, Justification, being a sentence of pardon, the Antinomian notion of eternal justification 
‘becomes a manifest absurdity. For if it be a sentence, a decision on the case of the offender, 
_it must take place in time; for that is not a sentence which is conceived in the breast of the 
« Jui A sentence is pronounced, and a sentence pronounced and declared from eternity; 
efore man was created, when no sin had been committed, no law published, no Saviour 


promised, no faith exercised, when, in a word, no being existed but. God himself, is not only 


_ absurd, but impossible, for it would have been a decision declared:to none, and therefore not 
declared at all: and if, as they say, the sentence was passed ineternity, but manifested in 
time, it might from thence be as rightly argued that the world was created from eternity, and 
that the work of creation in the beginning of time, was only a manifestation of that which 
was from everlasting... It is the guilty who are pardoned—“he justifieth the ungodly ;” guilt, 
therefore, precedes pardon: while that remains, so far are any from being justified, that 
they are “under wrath,” in a state of “condemnation,” wit ich'a state of justification 
cannot consist, for the contradiction is palpable ;. so that the advocates of, this wild notion 
must either give up. justification in eternity, or a state of condemnation in time. If they 
hold the former, they contradict common sense ; if they deny,the latter, they deny ‘the 
Scriptures. ie “ 

4, Justification, being the pardon of, sin, this.view of the doctrine guards us against the 
notion, that it is an act of Gop. by which we are made actually just and righteous. . “This is 
sanctification, which is, indeed, the immediate fruit. of justification; but, nevertheless, is a 
distinct gift of Gon, and of a totally different nature. The one implies what Gop does for us 
through his Son; the other, what Gop works in us by his Spirit. So that, although some 
rare instances may be found, wherein the terms justified and justification are used in so wide 
a sense as to-include sanctification also, yet.in general use they are sufficiently distinguished 
from each other both by St. Paul and the other inspired writers.” (4) 4 ‘ 

5. Justification, bemg the pardon of sin by judicial sentence of the offended Majesty of 
Heaven, under a gracious constitution, the term affords no ground for the notion, that it 
imports trovinaiiptotion of accounting to us the active and passive righteousness of Christ, so 

as to make us both relatively and positively righteous. ) pa 

On this subject, which has been fruitful of controversy, our remarks must be somewhat more 
extended. 

The notion, that justification includes not only the pardon of sin, but the imputation to us 
of Christ’s active personal righteousness, though usually held only by Calvinists, has not been 
received by all divines of this class; but, on the contrary, by some of them, both in ancient — 

and modern times, it has been very strenuously opposed, as well as by the advocates of that 
more moderate scheme of election defended by Camero in France, and by Baxter in England, 
Eyen Calvin himself has said nothing on this subject, but which Arminius, in his Deelaration 
before the States of Holland, declares his readiness to subscribe to; and Mr. Wesley, in much 
the same view of the subject as Arminius, admits the doctrine of the imputation of the 
righteousness of Christ to us upon our believing, provided it be soberly interpreted. 

There are, in fact, three opinions on this subject, which it is necessary to distinguish in order. 
to obtain clear views of the controversy, i 4 <i : he 

The first is a part of the high Calvinistic scheme, and lays at the foundation of Antinomian-~ 
ism, and is, in consequence, violently advocated by those who adopt that gross corruption 
Christian faith. It is, that Christ so represented the elect that his righteousness is aise 
to us as ours; as if we ourselves had been what he was, that is, perfectly ebedient to the law 
of Gop, and had done what he did as perfectly righteous. 

The first objection to. this opinion is, that it is no where stated in Scripture that Christ’s 
personal righteousness is imputed to us. . Not a text can be found which contains any 
enunciation of this doctrine; and those which are adduced, such as “the Lord our righteous+ 
ness,” and “Christ, who is made unto us righteousness,” are obviously pressed into the 
service of this scheme by a paraphrastic interpretation, for which there is no authority in any 
other Pessages which speak of our redemption. But to these texts we shall return im the 
sequel. 


(4) Wesley’s Sermons, (5) Gogpel Defended. 


SECOND.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. 429 


loved Son in whom he was always well pleased,” and to be reckoned, imputed, accounted a 
sinner, de facto, are manifest outa oe “4 vo 
4, This whole doctrine of the imputation of Christ’s personal moral obedience to believers, 
as their own personal moral obedience, involves a fiction and impossibility inconsistent with: . 
the Divine attributes. “The judgment of the all wise God is always according to truth ; 
neither can it ever consist with his unerring wisdom to think that I am innocent,.to judge 
that I am righteous or holy, because another is so. He can no more confound me with Chr sty 
than with David or Abraham.” (6) Buta contradiction is involved in another view. If 
what our Lord was and did.is to be accounted to us in the sense just given, then we must be 
accounted never to have sinned, because Christ never sinned, and yet we must ask for pardon, 
though we are accounted from birth to death, to have fulfilled God?s law in Christ ; or if they 
should say, that when we ask for pardon we ask ony for a revelation to us of our eternal 
justification or pardon, the matter is not altered, for wha t need is there of pardon, in time or 

eternity, if we are accounted to have perfectly obeyed God’s holy law; and why should we 
be accounted also to haye suffered, in Christ, the penalty of sims which we are accounted 
never to have committed ? pte (5 Gilouee 
~ 5, Another objection to the accounting of Christ’s personal acts as done by us is, that they 
were of a loftier character than can be supposed capable of being accounted the acts of mere. 
creatures; that, in one eminent instance, neither the act could be réquired of us, nor the 
imputation of the act to us; and, in other respects, and as to particular duties, Christ’s 
ag obedience is deficient, and cannot be therefore reckoned to our account. For the 
rst, Christ was God and man united in one person, a circumstance which gave a peculiar 
character of fulness and perfection to his obedience, which not even man, in his state of 
innocencé, can be supposed capable of rendering. “He, then, that assumeth this She 
ness to himself,” says Goodwin, “ and apparelleth himself with it, represents himself before 
Gop, not in the habit of a just or righteous man, but in the glorious attire of the great 
Mediator of the world, whose righteousness hath heights and depths in it, a length and 
breadth which infinitely exceed the proportions of all men whatever. Now, then, fora silly 
worm to take this robe of immeasurable majesty upon him, and to conceit himself as great in 
holiness and righteousness as Jesus Christ, (for that is the spirit that rules in this opinion, to. ~ 
teach men to assume all that Christ did unto themselves, and that in no other way, nor upon 
any lower terms, than as if themselves had personally done it,) whether this be right, I leave 
to sober men to consider.” (7) For the second, I refer to our Lord’s baptism by John. His 
submission to this ordinance was a part of his personal righteousness, and it is strong] 
marked as such in his own words addressed to John, “Suffer it to be so now, for thus 1t e 
becometh us to fulfil all righteousness.” But no man now is bound to submit to the baptism 
of John, and the righteousness of doing so, whether personally or by imputation, is superfluous. 
This may also be applied to many other of the acts of Christ; they were never obligatory 
upon us, and their imputation to us is impossible or unnecessary. For the third case the 
rsonal obedience of Christ is, as to particular acts, deficient, and our condition could not, 
therefore, be provided for by this imputation. Suppose us guilty of violating the paternal or 
e conjugal duties, the duties of servants, or of magistrates, witfl many others, this theory is, 
that we are justified by the imputation of Christ’s personal acts of righteousness to us, and 
‘that they are reckoned to us, as though we had ourselves performed them. But our Lord, 
never having stood in any of these relations, never acquired a personal righteousness of this 
kind to be reckoned as done by uS. That which never was done by Christ cannot be imputed, 
and so it would follow that we can never be forgiven such delinquencies. If it be said, that 
the imputation of particular acts is not necessary, but that it is sufficient if men have a 
righteousness imputed to them, which is equivalent to them). it is answered, the strict and 
peremptory nature of law knows nothing of this doctrine of the equivalency of one act to 
another. ‘The suffering of an unobliged substitute, where such a provision is admitted, may 
be an equivalent to the suffering of the offender ; but one course of duties cannot be accepted 
a place of another when justification is placed on the ground of the actual fulfilment of 
the law by a delegate in the place of the delinquent, which is the ground on which the doctrine 
of the imputation of Christ’s active righteousness for justification places it. The law must 
bag epics | to all its precepts in their place and order, and he that “offends in one is — 
guuty of all, n er 
6.’ A crowning and most fatal objection is, that this doctrine shifts the meritorious cause of 
man’s Justification from Christ’s “ Sbedichics unto death,” where the Scriptures place it, to 
Christ’s oohe obedience to the precepts of the law; and leaves no rational account of the 
reason of | rist’s vicarious sufferings. 'T'o his “blood” the New Testament writers ascribe 
our redemption, and “faith in his blood” is as clearly held out as the instrumental cause of 
our justification ; but by this doctrine the attention and hope of men are perversely turned 
away from his sacrificial death to his holy life, which though necessary, both as an example 
to us, and also so to qualify his sacrifice, that his blood should be that of “a lamb without 
spot,” is no where represented as that on-account of which men are pardoned. ae, 
Piscator, though a Calvinist, thus treats the subject in scholastic form. “If our sins have 


(6) Wesley. (”) Treatise on Justification, ty 
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been expiated by the obedience of the life of Christ, either a perfect expiation has been thus 
made for all of them, oy an imperfect one for some of them. The first cannot t asserted, for 
then it would follow that Christ had died-in vain ; for as he died to expiate our sins, he wou 
not have accounted it necessary to offer such an expiation for them, if they had been already 
expiated by the obedience of his life. And the latter cannot be maintained, because Christ 
has yielded perfect obedience to the law of God, wherefore, if he have performed that for the 
expiation of our sins, he must necessarily, through that obedience, have expiated all of them 
perfectly.” Again, “If Christ, by the obedience of his life, had rendered satisfaction to God 
for our sins; it would follow, as a consequence, that God is unjust, who has made anadditional” 
demand to receive satisfaction through the obedience of death, and thus required to have the 
same debt paid twice.” Again, “If Christ, by his obedience to the law, has merited for us 
the forgiveness of sins, the consequence will be, that the remission of sins was effected without 
the shedding of blood; but without shedding of blood no remission is effected, as appears 


from Heb. ix, 22 ; therefore Christ has not merited for us the remission of sins by the obedience - 


which he performed to the flaw.” (8) To the same effect, also, is a passage in Goodwin’s 
Treatise on Justification, written while he was yet.a Calvinist. “If men be as righteous as 
Christ was in his life, there was no more necessity of his death for them, than there was 
either of his own death, or the death of any other, for himself. If we were perfectly just or 
righteous in him, or with him, in his life, then the just would not have died for the unjust, but 
he would have died for the just, for whom there was no necessity he should die. This reason 
the Apostle expressly delivers, Gal. ii, 21, ‘If righteousness be by the law, then Christ died 
in vain.’ J desire the impartial reader to observe narrowly the force of this inference made by 
the Holy Ghost. If righteousness, .or justification, be by the law, then Christ died in vain. 
Men cannot here betake themselves to their wonted refuge, to say, that by the law, is to be 
understood the works of the law as performed by a man’s self in person. For if by the word 
law in this place, we understand the works of the law as performed by Christ, the consequence 
will rise up with the greater strength against them. If righteousness were by the works of 
the law, as performed by Christ, that is, if the imputation of them were our complete right- 
eousness, the death of Christ for us had been in vain, because the righteousness of his life 
imputed, had been a sufficient and complete righteousness for us.” 

The same writer, also, powerfully argued against the same doctrine from its confounding 
the two covenants of works and grace. “It 1s true, many that hold the way of imputation 
are nothing ashamed of this consequent, the confounding the two covenants of God with men, 
that of works with that of grace. ‘These conceive that God never made more covenants than 
one with man; and that the Gospel is nothing else but a gracious aid from God to help man 
to perform the covenant of works: so that the life and salvation which are said to come b 
Christ, in no other sense come by him, but as he fulfilled that law of works for man whic 
men themselves were not able to fulfil: and by imputation, as by a deed of gift, he makes over 
his perfect obedience and fulfilling of the law to those that believe; so that they, in right of 
this perfect obedience, made theirs by imputation, come to inherit life and salvation, according 
to the strict tenor of the covenant of works—‘ Do this and live.’ , ; o 

“But men may as well say, there was no second Adam, really differing from the first; or 
that the spirit of bondage is the same with the Spirit of adoption. If the second covenant of 
grace were implicitly contained in the first, then the meaning of the first covenant, conceived 
in those words, ‘Do this and live,’ must be, do this, etther by thyself, or by another, and live. 
There is no other way to reduce them to the same coyenant. 

Again, if the first and second covenant were in substance the same, then must the conditions 
in both be the same. For the conditions in a covenant are as essential a part of it as any- 
other belonging to it. Though there be the same parties covenanting, and the same things 
covenanted for; yet if there be new articles of agreement, it is really another covenant. Now 
if the conditions se the same in both those covenants, then to do this, and to believe, faith and 
works, are the same; whereas the Scripture, from place to place, makes the most irreconcilable 
opposition between them. But some, being shy of this consequence, hold the imputation of 
Christ’s righteousness (in the sense opposed) and yet demur upon an identity of the two 


covenants. Wherefore, to prove it, I thus reason: Where the parties covenanting are the | 


same, and the things covenanted for the same, and the conditions the same, there the covenants 
are the same. But if the righteousness of the law imputed to us, be the condition of the new 
covenant, all the three, persons, things, conditions, are the same. ‘Therefore the two covenants, 
first and second, the old and the new, are the same; because as to the parties coyenanting, 
and the things covenanted for, it is agreed, on both sides, they are the same. 

“If it be objected, That the righteousness of the law imputed from another, and wrought by 
a man’s self, are two different conditions; and that, therefore, it doth not follow, that the cove- 
nants are the same: to this I answer, the substance of the agreement will be found the same 
notwithstanding; the works, or righteousness of the law are the same, by whomsoever wrought. 
If Adam had fulfilled the law, as Christ did, he had been justified by the same righteousness, 
wherewith Christ himself was righteous. If it be said, that imputation in the second covenant, 
which was not in the first, makes a difference in the condition; I answer, 1. Imputation of 


(8) See note in Nichol’s Translation of the Works of Arminius, vol. i, p. 634. 
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works, or of righteousness, is not the condition of the new covenant, but believing. If imputa- 
| ge the condition, then the whole covenant would lie upon God, and nothing be required 
the creature’s part; for imputation is an act of God, not of men. 2. If it were granted, that 
the righteousness, or the works of the law imputed from Christ, were that whereby we are 
justified, yet they must justify, not as imputed, but as righteousness, or works of the law. 
Therefore imputation makes no difference in this respect. Imputation can be no part of that 
righteousness by which we are justified, because it is no ue with any law, nor with 
any part or branch of any law, that man was ever bound to keep. ‘Therefore it can be no part 
of that righteousness by which he is justified. So that the condition of both covenants will be 
found the same, (and consequently both covenants the same,) if justification be maintained by 
the righteousness of Christ imputed.” 

To the work last quoted the reader may be referred as a complete treatise on the subject, 
and a most masterly refutation of a notion, which he and other Calvinistic divines, in different 
ages, could not fail to perceive was most delusive to the souls of men, directly destructive ot 
moral obedience, and not less so of the Christian doctrine of the atonement of Christ, and 
justification by “faith in his blood.” It is on this ground that men who turn the grace of God 
into licentiousness, contend, that being invested with the perfect righteousness of Christ, God 
cannot see any sin in them; and, indeed, upon their own principles, they reason conclusively. 
Justice has not to do with them, but with Christ; it demands perfect obedience, and Christ 
has rendered that perfect obedience for them, and what he did is always accounted as done by 
them. They are, therefore, under no real obligation of obedience; they can fear no penal 
consequences from disobedience; and a course of the most flagrant vice, may consist with an 
entire confidence in the indefeisible favour of God, with the profession of sonship and disciple- 
ship, and the hope of heaven. These notions many shamelessly avow; and they have been 
too much encouraged in their fatal creed, by those who have held the same system substan- 
tially, though they abhor the bold conclusions which the open Antinomian would draw from it. 

The doctrine on which the above remarks have been made, is the. first of the three opinions 
which have been held on the subject of the imputation of righteousness in our justification. 
‘The second is the opinion of Calvin himself, and those of his followers, who have not refined 
so much upon the scheme of their master as others, and with them many Arminians have also, 
in some respects, agreed; not that they have approved the terms in which this opinion is 
usually expressed; but because they have thought it, under a certain interpretation, right, and 
one which would allow them, for the sake of peace, to use either the phrase, “the imputation 
of the righteousness of Christ,” or “the imputation of faith for righteousness,” which latter 
they consider more Scriptural, and therefore interpret the former so as to be consistent with it. 

The sentiments of Calvin on this subject may be collected from the following passages in 
the third book of his Institutes: 

“We simply explain justification to be an acceptance, by which Gon receives us into his 
favour and esteems us as righteous persons, and we say it consists in the remission of sins and 
the imputation of the righteousness of Christ.” ‘He must certainly be destitute of a right- 
eousness of his own, who is taught to seek it out of himself. This is most clearly asserted by 
the Apostle when he says, ‘He hath made him to be sin for us who knew no sin, that we 
might be made the righteousness of God'in him.’ We see that our righteousness is not in 
ourselves but in Christ. ‘As by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the 
obedience of one shall many be made righteous” What is placing our righteoushess in the 
obedience of Christ, but asserting that we are accounted righteous only because his obedience 
is accepted for us as if it were our own?” 

In these passages, the wording of which seems at first sight to favour the opinion above 
refuted, there is, however, this marked difference, that there is no separation made between 
the active and passive righteousness of Christ, his obedience to the precepts of the moral law, 
and his obedience to its penalty ; so that one is imputed in our justification for one purpose, 
and the other for another; one to take the place of our obligation to obey, the other of our 
obligation to suffer; but the obedience of Christ is considered as one, as his holy life and 
sacrificial death considered together, and forming that righteousness of Christ which, being 
imputed to us, we are “reputed righteous before God, and not of ourselves.” This is farther 
confirmed by the strenuous manner in which Calvin proves, that justification is simply the 
remission, or non-imputation of sin, “ Whom, therefore, the Lord receives into fellowship 
with him, him he is said to justify, because he cannot receive any one into fellowship with 
himself without making him from a sinner to be a righteous person. This is accomplished by 
the remission of sins. For if they whom the Lord hath reconciled to himself be judged 
according to their works, they will still be found actually sinners, who, notwithstanding, must 
be absolved and free from sin. It appears, then, that those whom God receives, are made 
righteous. no otherwise than as they are purified by being cleansed from all their defilements 
by the remission of sins; so that such righteousness may, in one word, be denominated a 
remission of sins. Both these points are fully established by the language of Paul, which I 
have already cited. ‘God was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself, not imputing their 
trespasses unto them; and hath committed to us the word of reconciliation” Then he adds, 
‘He hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin, that we might be made the righteous- 
ness of God in him.’ The terms righteousness and reconciliation are here used by St. Paul 
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indiscriminately, to tea us that. they are mutually comprehended in-each other. And he 
states the manner of. taining this righteousness to consist in our transgressions. not being 
imputed to us; wheres we can no longer‘doubt how God justifies, when we hear that he 
reconciles us to himself by not imputing our sins to us.”. “So Paul, in preaching at Batic, 
says, ‘Through this man is preached unto you the forgiveness of'sins, and by him all that 
ieve are justified? “Topp iediogits connects ‘forgiveness of sins’ with ‘ justification,” to 
show that ‘hay are identically the same.” (9) Sb 

This simple notion of justification as the remission of sins, could not have been maintained 
by Calvin had he held the notion of a distinct imputation of Christ’s active righteousness ; for 
it has always followed from that notion, that they who have held it represent justification as 
consisting of two parts, first, the forgiveness of sins, and then the imputation of Christ’s moral 
obedience, so that he who is forgiven may be considered personally righteous, and thus, when 
both meet, he is justified. () ee 

The view taken by Calvin of the imputation of Christ's righteousness in justification, is 
obviously, that the righteousness of Christ, that is, his entire obedience to the will of his Father 
both in doing and suffering, is, as he says, “accepted for us, as though it were our oOwn;” so 
that, in virtue of it upon our believing, we are accounted righteous, not personally, but by the 
remission, or non-imputation of our sins. "Thus, he observes on Acts xili, 38, 39, “The justi- - 
fication which we have by Christ in the Gospel, is not a justification with righteousness, 
properly so called, but a justification from sin, and from the guilt of os condemnation 
due to it. So when Christ said to men and women in the Gospel, ‘thy si e forgiven thee,’ 
then he justified them—the forgiveness of their sins was their justification.” —_ 

Calvin, however, like many of his followers, who adopt no views onithasfubject substan- 
tially different from their master, uses figurative terms and phrases which somewhat obscure 
his real meaning, and give much countenance to tlie Antinomian doctrine; but then, so little, 
it has been thought, can be objected to the opinion of Calvin, in the article of imputed right- 
eousness, in the main, that many divines, opposed to the Calvinian theory generally, have not 
hesitated, in substance, to assent to it, reserving to themselves some liberty in the use of the 
terms in which it is often enveloped, either to modify, explain, or reject them. 

Thus Arminius: “I believe that sinners are accounted righteous solely by the obedience of 
Christ ; and that the righteousness of Christ is the-only meritorious cause on account of which 
God pardons the sins of believers, and reckons them as righteous as if they had perfectly ful- 
filled the law. But since God imputes the righteousness of Christ to none except believers, I 
conclude, that, in this sense, it may be well and properly said, to a man who believes, faith is 
imputed for righteousness, through grace, because God hath set forth his Son Jesus Christ to 
be a propitiation, through faith in his blood. Whatever interpretation may be put upon these 
expressions, none of our divines blame Calvin, or consider him to be heterodox on this point ; 
yet my opinion is not.so widely different from his, as to prevent me employing the signature 
of my own hand, in subscribing to those things which he has delivered on this subject, in the 
third book of his Institutes.” (2) m 

So also Mr. Wesley, in his sermon, entitled, “The Lord our Righteousness,” almost repeats 
Arminius’s words ; but though these eminent divines seem toagree substantially with Calvin, 
it is clear that, in their interpretation of the phrase, the “imputed righteousness of Christ,” 
ke would not entirely follow them. “As the active and passive righteousness of Christ were _ 
never in fact separated from each other, so we never need separate them at all. It is with — 
regard to both these conjointly, that Jesus is called &the Lord our righteousness.’ But when — 
is this righteousness imputed? When they believe. In that very hour the righteousness of 
Christ is theirs. It is imputed to every one that believes, as soon as he believes. But in what 
sense is this righteousness imputed to believers? In this; all believers are forgiven and 
accepted, not for the sake of any thing in them, nor of any thing that ever was, that is, or 
ever can be done by them, but wholly for the sake of what Christ hath done and suffered for 
them. But perhaps some will affirm, that faith is imputed to us for righteousness. St. Paul 
affirms this, therefore I affirm it too. Faith is imputed for. righteousness to every believer, 
namely, faith in the righteousness of Christ; but this is exactly the same thing which has 
been said before ; for by that expression I mean neither more nor less than that we are justified 
by faith, not by works, or that every believer is forgiven and accepted, merely for the sake of 
what Christ had done and suffered.” (3) é 

In this sermon, which is one of peace, one in which he shows-how near 
approach those who held the doctrine of Calvin on this subject, the autho 
that the terms themselves, in which it is often expressed, are liable to abuse, and intimates, 
that they had better be dispensed with. This every one must feel; for it is clear that such 
figurative expressions, as being clothed with the righteousness of Christ, and appearing before 
God as invested in it, so-that no fault can be laid to our charge, are modes of speech, which, 
though used by Calvin’and his followers of the moderate school, and by some evangelical 
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he was willing to 
x justly observes, 


(9) Institutes, ad 3, cap. xi. 


(1) “Tobe released from the daranatory sentence is one thing, to be treated asa righteous person, is evidently 
another.””—Hervey’s Theron and Agpasio. i 


(2) Nicholl’s Arminius, (3) Sermons. ae 
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Arminians, who mainly agree with them on the subject of man’s justification, ave ‘much more 
“appropriate to the doctrine of the imputation of Christ’s active ri macsdlecttes held by the 
higher Calvinists, and by Antinomians, than to any other. The truth of the case is, that the ‘ 
imputation of Christ’s righteousness is held by such Calvinists in a proper sense; by evan- ‘ 
gical _Arminians in an improper or accommodated sense ; and that Calvin and his real follow- 
ers, though nearer to the latter-than the former, do not fully agree with either. If the same 
plirases, therefore, be used, they are certainly understood in different senses, or, by one party, 
at least, with limitations; and if it can be shown, that neither is the “imputation of Christ’s 
righteousness,” in any good sense expressed nor implied in Scripture, and that the phrases, 
being clothed and invested with his righteousness, are not used with any reference to justifi- 
cation, it seems preferable, at least when we are investigating truth, to discard them at once, 
and fully to bring out the testimony of Scripture on the doctrine of imputation. 
The question then will be, not whether the imputation of Christ’s righteousness is to be 
taken in the sense of the Antinomians, which has been sufficiently refuted; but whether there 


is any Scripture authority for the imputation of Christ’s righteousness as it is understood by __- er 
Calvin, and admitted, though with some hesitancy, and with explanations, by Arminius and 
some others, ° 


With Calvin the notion of imputation seems to be, that the righteousness of Christ, that is, 
his entire obedience to the will of his Father, both in doing and suffering, is, upon our 
believing, imputed, or accounted to.us, or accepted for us, “as though it were our own.” 
From which we may conclude, that he admitted some kind of transfer of the righteousness of 
Christ to our account, and that believers are considered so to be in Christ, as that he should 
answer for them in law, and plead his righteousness in default of theirs, All this, we grant, 

_ is capable of being interpreted to a good and Scriptural sense; but it.is ‘also capable of a con- 

trary one. The opinion of some professedly Calvinistic divines; of Baxter and his followers ; 
and of the majority of evangelical Arminians, is, as Baxter well expresses it, that Christ’s 
righteousness is imputed to us in the sense “of its being accounted of God the valuable consi- 
deration, satisfaction, and merit, (attaining God’s ends,) for which we are (when we consent 
to the covenant of grace) forgiven and justified, against the condemning sentence of the law 
of innocency, and accounted and accepted of God to grace and, glory.” (4) So also Goodwin. 
“If we take the phrase of imputing Christ’s righteousness improperly, viz. for the bestowing, 
as it were, of the righteousness of Christ, including his obedience, as well passive as active, in 
the return of it, i.e. in the privileges, blessings, and benefits purchascd by it, so a believer may 
be said to be justified by the righteousness of Christ imputed. But then the meaning can be 
no more than this: God justifies a believer for the sake of Christ’s righteousness, and not for 
any righteousness of his own. Such an imputation of the righteousness of Christ as this, is 
no way denied or questioned.” (5) ; peo 

Between these opinions, as to the imputation of the righteousness of Christ, it will be seen, 
that there is a manifest difference, which difference arises from the different senses in which 
the term imputation is taken. The latter takes it in the sense of accounting or allowing to the 
believer the benefit of the righteousness of Christ, the other in the sense of reckoning or account- 
ing the righteousness of Christ as ours; that is, what he did and suffered, is regarded as done 
and suffered by us. “It is accepted,” says Calvin, “as though it were our own;” so that 
though Calvin does not divide the active and passive obedience of Christ, nor make justifica- 
tion any thing more than the remission of sin, yet his opinion easily slides into the Antinomian ee 
notion, and lays itself open to several of the same objections, and especially to this, that it 
involves the same kind of fiction, that what Christ did or suffered, is, in any sense whatever, 
considered by him who knows all things’as they are, as being done or suffered by any other 
person, than by him who did or suffered it in fact. _ : toes 

For this notion, that the righteousness of Christ is so imputed as to be accounted our own, 
there is no warrant in the Word of God; and a slight examination of those passages, which 
are indifferently adduced to support either the Antinomian or the Calvinistic view of the sub- 
ject, will suffice to demonstrate this. £ Res Bir Aina 

Psalm xxxii, 1: “Blessed is the man whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is covered.” 
The covering of sin here spoken of, is by some. considered to be the investment of the sinner 
with the righteousness or obedience of Christ. But this is entirely gratuitous, for the forgive- 
ness of sin, even by the legal atonements, is called, according to the Hebrew idiom, (though 
another verb is used,) to*cover sin; and the latter part of the sentence is clearly a parallelism 
to the former. ‘This is the interpretation of Luther and of Calvin himself. . To forgive sin, to 
cover sin, and not to impute sin, are in this psalm all phrases obviously of the same import, 
and no other kind of imputation but the non imputation of sin is mentioned in it. And, indeed, 
the passage will not serve the purpose of the advocates of the doctrine of the imputation of 
Christ’s active righteousness, on their own principles; for sin cannot. be covered by the im- 
putation of Christ’s active righteousness, since they hold that it is taken away by the imputa- 
tion of his death, and that the office of Christ’s active righteousness is not to take away. sin; 
but to render us personally and positively holy by imputation and the fiction of a transfer. 

Jer. xxiii, 6, and xxxiii, 16: “ And this is the name whereby he shall be called, The Lord 
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‘our Righteousness.” This passage also proves nothing to the point, for it is neither said that 
the righteousness of thé Lord shall be our righteousness, nor that it shall be imputed to us for 
righteousness, but simply, that the name by whieh he shall be called, or acknowledged, shall 
be the Lord our Righteousness, that is, the Author and Procurer of our righteousness or justi~- 
fication before Gop. So he is said to be “the Resurrection,” “our Life,” “our Peace,” &c, as 
the author of these blessings; for who ever dreamt that Christ is the life, the resurrection, the 
‘peace of his people by imputation? or that we live by being accounted to hve in him, er are 
raised from the dead by being aecounted to have risen in him? — a - ; 

“Some,” says Goodwin, “have digged for the treasure of imputation in Isaiah xlv, 24, 
“Surely shall one say, in the Lord have righteousness and strength.’ But, first, neither is 
there here the least breathing of that imputation so much wandered after, nor do I find any 
intimation given of any such business by any sound expositor. Secondly, the plain and direet 
meaning of the pee is, that when Gop should communicate the knowledge of himself, in his 
‘Son, to the world, his people should have this sense of the means of their salvation and peace, - 
‘that they receive them of the free grace of God, and not ef themselves, or by the merit of their 
own righteousness. - And Calvin’s exposition is to this effect;—‘ Because righteousness and 
strength are the two main points of our salvation, the faithful acknowledge God to be the 
author of both.” “egebe F< 

With respect to all those passages which speak of the Jewish or Christian churches, or their 
individual members being “clothed with garments of salvation,” ‘‘robes of righteousness,” 
“white linen, the righteousness of the saints,” or of “ putting on Christ ;” a class of texts on 
which, from their mere sound, the advocates of imputed righteousness ring so many changes, 
the use which is thus made of them shows ¢éither great inattention to the context, or great 
ignorance of the principles of criticism :—the former, because the‘context will show that either 
those passages relate to temporal deliverances, and external blessings; or else, not to justifi- — 
cation, but to habitual and practical sanctification, and to the honours and rewards of the saints 
in glory :—the latter, because nothing is more common in language than to represent good or 
evil habits by clean or filthy, by soiled or resplendent vestments, by nakedness or by clothing; 
and this is especially the case in the Hebrew language, because it was the custom of the Jews, 
by changing their garments to express the changesin their condition. They put on sackcloth, 
or laid aside their upper robe, (which is, in Scripture style, called making themselves naked,) 
or rent their garments, when personal or national afflictions came upon them; and they arrayed 
themselves in white and adorned apparel, in seasons of festivity, and after great deliverances. 
In all these figurative expressions there is, however, nothing which eountenances the notion 
that Christ’s righteousness is a robe thrown upon sinful men, to hide from the eye of justice 
their natural squalidness and pollution, and to give them confidence in the presence of Gop, 
No interpretation can be more fanciful and unfounded. i 

Rom. iii, 21, 22, “ But now the righteousness of Gop, without the law, is manifested, being 
witnessed by the law and the Prophets, even the righteousness of God which is by the faith 
of Jesus Christ.” The righteousness of God here is, by some, taken to signify the righteous- 
ness of Christ imputed to them that believe. But the very text makes it evident, that by “the 
righteousness of God,” the righteousness of the Father is meant, for he is distinguished from 
“ Jesus Christ,” mentioned immediately afterward ; and by the righteousness of Ged, it is also 
plain, that his rectoral justice in the administration of pardon, is meant, which, of course, is not 
thought capable of imputation. This is made indubitable by the verse which-follows, “to 
declare at this time his righteousness, that he migat be just and the justifier of him that 
believeth on Jesus. 

The phrase, the righteousness of God, in this and several other passages in St. Paul’s writ- 
ings, obviously means God’s righteous method of justifying sinners through the atonement of 
Christ, and, instrumentally, by faith. This is the grand peculiarity of the Gospel scheme, the 
fulness at once of its love and its wisdom, that “ the righteousness of God is manifested with- 
out law ;” and that without either an enforcement of the penalty of the violated law upon the 
personal offender; which would have cut hinroff from hope; or without making his justifiea- 
tion to depend upon works of obedience to the law, (which was the only method of justification, 
_ admitted by the Jews of St. Paul’s day,) and which obedience was impossible, and therefore 
ee 0 leon he can yet, in perfect consistency with his justice and righteous administration, offer 
= 
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‘don to the guilty. No wonder, therefore, that the Apostle who discourses professedly on 
his subject, should lay so great a stress upon it, and that his mind, always full of a subject so. 
great and glorious, should so often advert to it incidentally, as wellas in his récular diseours 
on the justification of man in the sight of Gop. Thus he gives it as a reason why he 
ashamed of the Gospel of Christ, that “ therein is the righteousness of Gov revealed fro 
to faith; as it is written, the just shall live by faith,” Rom. i, 17. Thus, again, In con 
God’s method of justifying the ungodly with the error of the Jews, by whom justification was 
held to be the acquittal of the righteous or obedient, he says, “for they being ignorant of God’s 
righteousness, and going about to establish their own righteousness, have:not submitted them- 
selves to the righteousness of Gop,” Romans x, 3. The same contrast we have in Phil. iii, 9, 
“Not having mine own righteousness which is of the law, but that which is through the faith 
of Jesus Christ, the righteousness which is of God by faith.” In all these passages the righteous- 
ness of God manifestly signifies, his righteous method of justifying them that believe in Christ, 
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No reference at all is made to the imputation of Christ’s righteousness to such persons, and 


much less is any distinction set up between his active-and passive righteousness. 

_1 Cor. i, 30, “But of him are ye in Christ Jesus, who of God is made unté us wisdom and 
righteousness, and sanctification and redemption.” Here, also, to say that Christ is “made 
unte us righteousness” by imputation, is to invent and not to mterpret. This is clear, that he 
is made unto us righteousness only as he is. made unto us “redemption,” so that if we are not 
redeemed by imputation, we are not justified by imputation. The meaning of the Apostle is, 
that Christ is made to us, by the appointment of God, the sole means of instruction, justifica- 
tion, sanctification, and eternal life. : j : : 

2 Cor. v, 21, “For he hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin, that we might be 
made the righteousness of God in him.” To be made sin, we have already shown, signifies to 
be made an offering for sin; consequently, as no imputation of our sins to Christ is here. men- 
tioned, there is no foundation for the notion, that there is a reciprocal imputation of Christ’s 
righteousness to us. ‘The text is wholly silent on this subject, for it is wholly gratuitous to 
say, that we are made the righteousness of God in or through Christ, by imputation or reckon- 
ing to us what-he did or suffered as our acts or sufferings. The passages we have already 
adduced will explain the phrase, “ the righteousness of God” in this place. ‘This righteousness, 
with respect to our pardon, is Gon’s righteous method: of justifying, through the atonement of 
Christ, and our being made or becoming this righteousness of God in or by Christ, is our be+ 
coming righteous persons through the pardon of our sins in this peculiar method, by renounc- 
ing our own righteousne s and-by “submitting to this righteousness of Gop,” 

Rom. y, 18, 19, “As by the offence of one, judgment came upon all men to condemnation ; 
even so by the righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men unto justification of life. 
For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall 
many be made righteous.” That this passage, though generally depended upon in this con- 
troversy, as the most decisive in its evidence in favour of the doctrine of imputation, proves 
nothing to the purpose may be thus demonstrated. It proves nothing in favour of the imputa- 
tion of Christ’s active righteousness. For, ° : 

i. Here‘is nothing said of the active obedience of Christ, as distinguished from his obedient 
suffering, and which might lead us to®attribute the free gift of justification to the former, rather 
than to the latter. 


2. If the Apostle is supposed to speak here of the active obedience of Christ, as distinguished — 


from his sufferings, his death is of course excluded from the work of justification. But this 
cannot be allowed, because the Apostle has intimated, in the same chapter, that we are “ justi- 
fied by his blood,” Rom. v, 9, and, therefore, it cannot be allowed that he is, speaking of the 
active obedience of Christ, as distinguished from his passive. 

3. As the Apostle has unequivocally decided, that we are justified by the blood of Christ, 
or, in other words, “that we are justified through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus, 
whom God hath set forth a propitiation, through faith in his blood,” (a thing which the doctrine 
under examination supposes to be impossible,) there is reason to conclude that he speaks here 
of his passive, rather than of his active obedience. “If, indeed, his willingness to suffer for 
our sins were never spoken of as an act of obedience, such an observation might have the 
appearance of a mere expedient to get rid of a difficulty. But if, on the other hand, this should 
prove to be the very spirit and letter of Scripture, the justness of it will be obvious. Hear, 
then, our Lord himself on this subject. ‘Therefore doth my Father Jove me, because I lay 
down my life, that I might take it again. No man taketh 1t from me, but I lay it down ot 
myself: I have power to lay it down, and I have power to take it again, This commandment 
have I received of my Father,’ John x, 17, 18. This, then, was the commandment to which 
he rendered willing obedience, when he said, ‘O my Father, if this cup may not pass away 
from me, except I drink it, thy will be done,’ Matt. xxvi, 42. ‘The cup which my Father 
hath given me, shall I not drink it?’ John xviii, 11. In conformity with this, the Apostle 


Sacrifice and offering thou wouldst not, but a body hast thou prepared me. “Then said I, 


applies to him the following words: ‘Wherefore when he cometh mto the world, he co 
come to do thy will, O God. By (his performance of) which will we are sanctified; through ™ 


the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all,’ Heb. x, 5, 10. ‘Being found in fashion 
as a man, (says St. Paul,) ke became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross,’ Phil. 
ii, 8. Such was his obedience, an obedience unto the death of the cross. And by this his 
obedience unto the death of the cross, shall many be constituted righteous, or be justified. 
Where, then, is the imputation of his active obedience for justification ?” (6) 

It proves nothing in favour of the imputation of Christ’s righteousness considered as one, and 
including what he did and suffered, in the sense of its bemg reputed our righteousness, by: 
transfer or by fiction of law. For though the imputation of Adam’s sin to his posterity 1s 
supposed to be taught in this chapter, and the imputation of Christ’s obedience in one or other 
of the senses above given, is argued from this particular text, the examination of the subject 
will show that the right understanding of the imputation of Adam’s sin wholly overthrows both 
the Antinomian and Calvinistic view of the imputation of Christ’s righteousness. This argu- 


ment is very ably developed by Goodwin. (7). . 


(6) Hare on Justification, (7) Treatise on Justification, 
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dw railing upon him, (for himself confesseth this in the next words,) but not to inflict the _ 
uni which that wickedness deserved. So when David himself pronounceth the man _ 
fo whom the Lord nrpurers not sin, his meaning is, not that there is any man, whem 
the Lord weald not repute to have committed those acts of sin, which he has committed 
= that such are blessed on whom God will not charge the demerit of their sins in the p hment. 
a due tothem. So yet again, (to forbear farther citations,) 2 Cor. v, 19, when God is said, ‘not 
: te mapure their sims unto men, the meaning is, not that God should not repute men to have _ 
~  egmmitted sech and such sins against him; but that he freely discharges them from the 
& panishment due to them. By all which testimonies from Scripture, concerning the constant 
* use of the term imputing, or imputation, it is evident, that proposition, ‘that the transgression 
of the law is imputable from one person to another,’ hath no foundation in Seri 
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- And so ‘by the obedience of Christ, it is said (in'the same place) ‘that many shall be made 
righteous” But if men will exchange language with the Holy Ghost, they must see that they 
ke him no loser. If; when they say, ‘Adam’s sin is imputed to all unto condemnation,” 


a 
heir meaning be the same with the Holy Ghost’s, when he saith, ‘that by the disobedience ; 
of one, many were made sinners,’ there 1s no harm done: but it is evident by what many . 


speak, that the Holy Ghost and they are not of one mind, touching the imputation or com- 
munication of Adam’s sin with his posterity, but that they differ as much in meaning, as in 
words. If when they say, ‘Adam’s sin is imputed to all unto condemnation,’ their meaning 
‘be this, that the guilt of Adam’s sin is charged upon his whole posterity, or that the punish- 
ment of Adam’s sin redounded from his person to his whole posterity, a main part, of which 
punishment lieth in that original defilement wherein they are all conceived and born, and : 
“whereby they are made truly sinners before God; if this be the meaning of the term imputas hg 
tion, when applied to Adam’s sin, let it pass. But if the meaning be, that that sinful act, 
wherein Adam transgressed when he ate the forbidden fruit, is, in the letter and formality of 
‘it, imputed to his posterity, so that by this imputation all his posterity are made formally — 
sinners: this is an imputation which the Scripture will never justify.” ei 
The last text necessary to mention is Rom. iv, 6, ‘Even as David declareth the blessedness 
of the man to whom God imputeth righteousness without works.” Here again the expositors 
of this class assume, even against the letter of the text and context, that the righteousness 
which God is said to impute is the righteousness of Christ. _ But Calvin himself may here be 
sufficient to answer them. “In the fourth chapter of the Romans the Apostle first. mentions. 
an imputation of righteousness, and immediately represents it as consisting in remission of 
sins. David, says he, describeth the blessedness of the man, unto whom Gop imputeth 
es a without works, saying, ‘Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven,’ &c. 
e there argues, not concerning a branch, but the whole of justification ; he also adduces the 
definition of it given by David, when he pronounces those to be blessed who receive the free 
forgiveness of their sins, whence it appears that this righteousness is simply opposed to 
guilt.”(8) ‘The imputation of righteousness in this passage is, in Calvin’s view, therefore, the 
simple non-imputation of sir, or, in other words, the remission of sins. | Sat 
In none of these passages, is there, then, any thing found to countenance even that second 
view of imputation which consists in the accounting the righteousness of Christ in justification 
to be our righteousness. It is only imputed in the benefit and effect of it, that is, in the 
blessings and privileges purchased by it; and though we may use the phrase, the imputed 
righteousness of Christ, in this latter sense, qualifying our meaning like Pareus, who says, 
«Tn this sense. imputed righteousness is called the righteousness of Christ, by way of merit or 
effect, because it is procured for us by the merit of Christ, not because it is subjectively ¢ 
inherently in Christ ;” yet since this manner of speaking has no foundation in Scripture, Ga 
must generally lead to misapprehensions, it will be found more conducive to the cause of 
truth to confine ourselves to the language of the Scriptures. According to them, there is no 
fictitious accounting either of what Christ did or suffered, or of both united, to us, as being 
done and suffered by us, through our union with him, or through his becoming our legal 
representative ; but his active and passive righteousness, advanced in dignity by the union of 
the Divine nature and perfection, is the true meritorious cause of our justification, It is that 
eat whole which constitutes his “ merits ;” that is the consideration, in view of which the 
offended but merciful Governor of the world, has determined it to be a just and righteous, as 
“well as a merciful act, to justify the ungodly ; and, for the sake of this perfect obedience of _ 
‘our Lord to the will of the Father, an obedience extending unto “death, even the death of the © 
cross,” to every penitent sinner who believes in him, but considered still in his own person as 
“ungodly,” and meriting nothing but punishment, “his faith is imputed for righteousness ;””" 
it is followed by the remission of sins and all the benefits of the evangelical covenant. j 
“This imputation of Fairs for righteousness is the third opinion which we proposed to 
examine. * 
That this is the doctrine taught by the express letter of Scripture no one can deny, and, as 
one well observes, “what that is which is imputed for righteousness in heap pit all the 
wisdom and learning of men is not’so fit or able to determine, as the Holy Ghost, speaking 
in Scripture, he being the great secretary of heaven, and privy to all the counsels of Gop.” 
“% Abrahamn believed Gop and it was imputed unto him for righteousness,” Rom. iv, 3. “To 
him that worketh not, but believeth on him, that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted to 
him for righteousness,” (ver 5.) “We say that faith was imputed to him for righteousness,” 
(verse 9.) “ Now it was not written for his sake alone, that it was imputed to him, but for 
us to whom it shall be imputed, if we believe in him who raised up Jésus our Lord from the & 
dead,” (verse 22=24.) ; : fas “S 
The testimony of the Apostle, then, being so express on this point, the imputation of faith 
for righteousness must be taken to be the doctrine of the New Testament, unless, indeed, we 4 
admit, with the advocates of the imputation of the righteousness of Christ, that faith is here 7 
used metonymically for the object of faith, that is, the righteousness of Christ. | The context 
of the above passages, however, is sufficient to refute this, and makes 1t indubitable that the 


(8) Institut. lib. iii, cap. 
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Apostle uses the term faith in its proper and literal sense. In verse 5, he calls the faith of him 
that believeth, and which is imputed to him for righteousness, “urs faith ;” but in what sense 
could this be taken if St. Paul meant by “his faith,” the object of his faith, namely, the 
righteousness of Christ? And how could that be his before the imputation was made to him? 
Again, in verse 5, the faith spoken of is opposed to works, “To him that worketh not, but 
believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted to him for righteousness.” 
Finally, in verse 22, the faith imputed to us is described to be our “believing in Him who 
raised up our Lord Jesus from the dead :” so that the Apostle has, by these explanations, 
rendered it impossible for us to understand him as meaning any thing else by faith, but the 
act of believing. To those who will, notwithstanding this evidence from the context, still 
insist upon understanding faith, in these passages, to mean the righteousness of Christ, Baxter 
bluntly observes, “If it be not faith indeed that the Apostle meaneth, the context is so far 
from relieving our understandings, that it contributeth to our unavoidable deceit or ignorance. 
‘Read over the texts, and put but ‘Christ’s righteousness’ every where instead of the word 
‘faith, and see what a scandalous paraphrase you will make. ‘The Scripture is not so auda- 
ciously to be corrected.” Some farther observations will, however, be necessary for the clear 
apprehension of this doctrine, . ; wie : 

We have already seen, in establishing the Chnistian doctrine of the atonement, that the law 
of God inflicts the penalty of death upon every act of disobedience, and that all men have come 
under that penalty. That men, having become totally corrupt, are not capable of obedience 
in future. ‘That if they were, there is nothing in the nature of that future obedience to be a 
consideration for the forgiveness of past offences, under a righteous government. It follows, 
therefore, that, by moral obedience, or attempted and professed moral obedience, there can be 
no remission of sins, that is, no deliverance from the penalty of offences actually committed. 
This is the ground of the great argument of the Apostle Paul in his Epistle to the Romans. 
He proves both Jews and Gentiles under sin; that the whole world is guilty before God ; and 
by consequence under his wrath, under condemnation, from which they could only be relieved 
by the Gospel. : 

“ia his Retinent with the Jews the subject is farther opened. They sought justification by 
“works of Maw. if we take “works” to mean obedience both to the moral and ceremonial 
law it makes no difference; for, as.they had given up thetypical character of their sacrifices, 
and their symbolical reference to the death of Messiah, the performance of their religious rites 
was no longer an expression of faith; it was brought down to the same principle as obedience 
to the moral law, a simple compliance with the commands of God. Their case, then, was this, 
they were sinners on conviction of their law, and by obedience to it they sought justification, 
ignorant both of its ‘spiritual meaning and large extent, and unmindful, too, of this obvious 
principle, that no aets of obedience, even if perfect, could take away past transgression. The 
Apostle’s great axiom on this subject is, that “by works of law, no man can be justified,” and 
the doctrine of justification, which he teaches, is the opposite of theirs. It is, that men are 
sinners; that they must confess themselves such, and join to this confession a true repentance. 
That justifieation is a gratuitous act of God’s merey, a procedure of pure “grace,” not of 
“debt.” That in order to the exercise of this grace, on the part of God, Christ was set forth 
as a propitiation for sin; that his death, under this character, is a “demonstration of the 
righteousness of God” in the free and gratuitous remission of sins; and that this actual remis- 
sion or justification, follows upon believing in Christ, because faith, under this gracious con- 
stitution and method of justification, is accounted tdé*men for righteousness; in other words, 
that righteousness is imputed to them upon their believing, which imputation of righteousness 
is, aS he teaches us, in the passages before quoted, the forgiveness of sins; for to have faith 
counted or imputed for righteousness is explained by David, in the Psalm which the Apostle 
quotes, (Romans iv,) to have sin forgiven, covered, and not imputed. That this was no new 
doctrine, he shows also from the justification of Abraham. “ Abraham believed God, and it 
was counted to him for righteousness,” Rom. iv, 3. “Know ye, therefore, that they which 
are of the faith, the same are the children of Abraham. And the Scripture, foreseeing that 
God would justify the Heathen through faith, preached before the Gospel unto Abraham, ' 


saying, In thee shall all nations be blessed. So these which are of faith are blessed with 
faithful Abraham,” Gal. iii, 7-9. . 


On the one hand, therefore, it is the 
was in any age, justified by works of 
that he is justified by the imputation 


plain doctrine of Scripture that man is not, and never 
any kind, whether moral or ceremonial; on the other, 
A y and accounting of “faith for righteousmess.” On this 
point, until the Antinomian corruption began to infest the reformed churches, the leading 
commentators, from the earliest.ages, were very uniform and explicit. ‘That when faith is 
said to be imputed to us for righteousness, the word is taken literally, “and not tropically, 
was,” says Goodwin, “the common interpretation anciently received and followed by the 
principal lights of the church of God; and for fifteen hundred years together (as far as my 
memory will assist me) Was never questioned or contradicted. Neither did the contrary opini 
ever look out into the world, till the last age. So that it is but a calumny brought upon = 
(unworthy the tongue or pen of any sober man,) to make either Arminius or Socinus the 
author of it. And for this last hundred years and upwards, from Luther’s and Calvin’s ti Nes, 
the stream of interpreters agrees therewith. / 2 
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_ “Tertullian, who wrote about the year 194, in his fifth book ainst Marcion, *But 

how the children of faith? or of whose faith, if not of ‘Abraham's? For if Abraham ed 

God, and that was imputed unto him for righteousness, and he thereby deserved the name of 

a father of many nations, we, also, believing God, are justified as Abraham was.’ There- 

fore Tertullian’s opinion directly is, the faith which is said to be imputed to Abraham for 

sy ees is faith properly taken, and not the righteousness of Christ apprehended 
fait ; 

“Origen, who lived about the year 203, in his fourth book upon the Romans, chap. iv, 
verse 3, says, ‘It seems, therefore, that in this place also, whereas many faiths (that is, many 
acts of believing) of Abraham had gone before, now all his faith was collected and united 
together, and so was accounted unto him for ri hteousness.’ , om 

“Justin Martyr, who lived before them bot, and not long EAE the Apostle John’s time, 
about the year 130, in his disputation with Trypho the Jew, led them both to that interpret- 
ation. ‘ carried not away the testimony of righteousness, because of his circum-— 
cision, but because of his faith. For before he was circumcised, this was pronounced of him, 
Abraham believed God, and it was os ami unto him for righteousness,’ 

“Chrysostom, upon Gal. iii, says, ‘For what was Abraham the worse for not being under 
the law? Nothing at all. For his faith was sufficient unto him for righteousness.’ ’ Abra- 
ham’s faith was sufficient unto him for righteousness, it must needs be imputed by God for 
righteousness unto him; for it is this imputation from God, that rust make that sufficien 
of it-unto Abraham. That which will not pass in account with God for righteousness, wi 
never be sufficient for jae pany unto the creature. 

“St. Augustine, who lived about the year 390, gives frequent een. to this interpreta- 
tion. Upon Psalm exlviii, ‘For we by believing have found that which they (the Jews) lost 
by not believing. For Abraham believed God, and it was imputed unto him for righteous-. 
ness.’ Therefore his opinion clearly is, that it was Abraham’s faith or believing properly 
taken, that was imputed unto him for righteousness, and not the righteousness of Christ. 
Fer that faith of his, which was so imputed, he opposeth to the unbelief of the Jews, whereby 
they lost the grace and favour of God, Now the righteousness of Christ is not opposed to 
unbelief, but faith properly taken. Again, writing upon Psalm Ixx, ‘For I believe in him that 
_ justifieth the ungodly, that my faith may be imputed unto me for righteousness? The sare 
father yet again, in his tract of Nature and Grace: ‘But if Christ died notin vain, the ungodly 
is justified in him alone: to whom, believing in him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith 1s 
accounted for righteousness.’ 

“Primasius, about the year 500, writes upon Rom. iv, verse 3, ‘ Abraham’s faith by the 
gift of God was so great, that both his former sins were forgiven him, and this faith of his 
alone preferred in acceptation before all righteousness.’ 

“Bede, who lived somewhat before the year 700, upon Rom, iv, verse 5, observes, ‘What faith, 
but that which the Apostle in another place fully defineth? neither circumcision, nor uncir- 
eumcision, availeth any thing, but faith which worketh by love; not any faith, but that faith 
which worketh by love.” Certainly that faith, which Paul defineth to be a faith working by 
love, cannot be conceived to be the righteousness of Christ; and yet this faith it was, in the 
judement of this author, that was imputed unto Abraham for righteousness. 

“Haymo, about the year 840, on Rom. iv, 3, writes, ‘Because he believed God, it was 
imputed unto him for righteousness, that is, unto remission of sins, because by that faith, 
wherewith he believed, he was made righteous’ 

“ Anselm, Archbishop of Canterbury, about the year 1090, upon Rom. iv, 3, ‘That he 
(meaning Abraham) believed so strongly, was by God imputed for righteousness unto him ; 
that is, &e, by his believing he was imputed righteous before God.’ ‘ ‘ 

@From all these testimonies it is apparent, that the interpretation of this Scripture which 
we contend for, anciently obtained in the church of God, and no man was found to open his 
mouth against it, till it had been established for aboye a thousand years. Come we to the 
times of reformation; here we shall find it still maintained by men of the greatest authority 
aud learning. 

“Luther, on Gal. iii, 6, ‘Christian righteousness is an affiance or faith in the Son of God, 
which affiance is imputed unto righteousness for Christ’s sake,’ And in the same place, not 
long after, ‘God for Christ’s sake, in whom I have begun to believe, accounts this (my) 
imperfect faith, for * sisi righteousness.’ : 

© Bueer, upon Rom. iv, 3, ‘Abraham believed God, and it was imputed unto him for 
righteousness, that is, he accounted this faith for righteousness unto him. So that by believ- 

ing he obtained this, that God esteemed him a righteous man.’ ; 

“Peter Martyr declares himself of the same judgment, upon Rom. iv, 3, ‘To be im uted 
for righteousness in another sense, that by which we ourselves are yeckoned in the number of 
the righteous. And this Paul attributes to faith only’ Pat 

: 4 “Calvin has the same interpretation upon Rom. iv, 3, ‘Wherefore Abraham, by believing, 
oth only embrace the grace tendered unto him, that it might not be in vain. If this be 
imputed unto him for righteousness, it follows, that he is no otherwise righteous, but as 
trusting or relying upon the goodness of God, he hath boldness to hope for all things from 
him.” Again, upon verse 5, « Faith is imputed for righteousness, not because it carrieth any 
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merit from us, but becayse it apprehends the goodness of God.’ Hence it appears, that he 
never thought ofa thei! or metonymica sense in the word faith; but that he woke in the 
plain, zeny and grammatical signification. ee Se, ae 
~_“Musculus contends for this imputation, also, in his common place of justification, sect. 5, 
‘This faith should be in high esteem with us; not in regard of the proper quality of it, but 
in regard of the purpose of God, whereby he hath decreed, for Christ’s sake, to impute it for 
righteousness unto those that believe in him.” The same author upon Gal. ili, 6, ‘What did 
‘Abraham that should be imputed unto him for righteousness, but only this, that he believed 
God? Again, ‘But when he firmly believed God promising, that very faith was imputed 
to him, in the place of righteousness, that is, he was of God reputed righteous for-that faith, 
and absolved from all his sins.’ : : : _- 

“Bullinger gives the same interpretation, upon Romans iv, ‘ Abraham committed himself 
unto God by believing, and this very thing was imputed unto him for righteousness.” And 
so, upon Gal. iii, 6, ‘It was imputed unto him for righteousness, that is, that very faith of 
Abraham was imputed to him for righteousness, while he was yet uncircumcised.’ 

“Gaulter comes behind none of the former, in avouching the grammatical ——- the 
rhetorical interpretation, upon Rom. iv, 3, ‘ Abraham believed God, and he, viz. God, imputed 
unto him this faith for righteousness.’ , RES 
~ “Tilyricus forsakes not his fellow interpreters in this point, upon Rom, iv, 3, ‘That same 
believing was imputed unto him for righteousness.’ : - 

“Pellicanus, in like manner, says, upon Gen. xx, 6, ‘Abraham simply believed the word 
of God, and required not a sign of the Lord, and God imputed that very faith unto Abraham 
himself for righteousness,’ 

“Hunnius, another divine, sets to his seal, on Romans iv, 3, ‘ The faith whereby Abraham 
believed God promising, was imputed unto him for righteousness.’ <M 

“‘Beza, upon the same Scripture, says, ‘Here the business is, concerning that which was 
imputed unto him, viz. his faith’ { 

“ Junius and Tremellius are likewise of the same mind, on Gen. xv, 6, ‘God esteemed (or 
accounted) him for righteous though wanting righteousness, and reckoned this in the place of 
righteousness, that he embraced the promise with a firm belief? ” (9)- 

Our English divines have generally differed in their interpretations, as they have embraced 
or Seppe the Calvinistic system ; but among the more moderate of that school there have 
not been wanting many who have bound their system to. the express letter and obvious 
meaning of Scripture, on this point; not to mention either those who have adopted that 
middle scheme generally, but not with exactness attributed to Baxter, or the followers of the 
Remonstrants. 


When, however, we say, that faith is imputed for righteousness, in order to-prevent mis- - 


apprehension, and fully to answer the objections raised on the other side, the meaning of the 
different terms of this proposition ought to be explained. They are, RIGHTEOUSNESS, FAITH, 
and IMPUTATION. : ; 

To explain the first, reference has sometimes been made to the three terms used by the 
Apostle Paul, dixawpa, dixatwors, and dixatoovvy ; of which, says Baxter, “the first usually 
signifies the practical or preceptive manner, that is, righteousness ; the second, active, efficient 
justification ; the third, the state of the just, qualitative or relative, or ipsam justitiam.”.. Otners 

ave made these distinctions a little different ; but not much help is to be derived from them, 
and it is much more important to observe, that the Apostle often uses the term drxatocyn, 
righteousness, in a passive sense for justification itself. So in Gal. ii, 21, “If righteousness 
(justification) come by the law, then Christ is dead in vain.” Gal. iii, 21, “For if there had 
been a law given which could have given life, verily righteousness (justification) should have 
been by the law.” Rom. ix, 30, “The Gentiles have attained to righteousness, ( justification) 
even the righteousness (justification) which is by faith.” And in Rom. x, 4, ‘Christ is the 
end of the law for righteousness to every one thas believeth ;” where, also, we must under- 
stand righteousness to mean justification. Rom. v, 18, 19, will also show, that with the 


Apostle, “to make righteous,” and “to justify,” signify the same thing; for “ justification | 


of life,” in the 18th verse, is called in the 19th, being “made righteous.” To be accounted 
righteous is, then, in the Apostle’s style, where there has been personal guilt, to be justified ; 
and what is accounted or imputed to us for righteousness, is accouated or imputed to us for 
our justification. 

he second term of the above propesition which it is necessary to explain, is Fairs. The 
true nature of justifying faith will be explained below ; all that is here necessary to remark 
is, that it is not every act of faith, or faith in the general truths of revelation, which is imputed 
for righteousness, though it supposes them all, and is the completion of them all. By faith we 
understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God; but it isnot our faith in creation 
which is imputed to us for righteousness. So in the case of Abraham, he not only had faith 
in the truths of the religion, of which he was the teacher and guardian, but had exercised 
affiance, also, in some particular promises of God, before he exhibited that great act of faith, 
which was “counted to him for righteousness,” and which made his justification the "pattern 


((9) Vide Goodwin on Justification. - 
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of the justification of sinful men in all ages. But having received the promise of a son, from 
whom the Messiah should spring, m whom all nations were to be blessed ; and, “being not 
weak in faith, he considered not his own body now dead, when he was about a hundred years 
old, nor yet the deadness of Sarah’s womb; he staggered not at the promises of God through 
unbelief; but was strong in faith, giving glory to God, and being fully persuaded that what he 
had promised he was able also to perform, and therefore it was imputed to him for righteousness,” 
Rom. iv, 19-23. His faith had Messiah for its great and ultimate object, and in its nature it 
was an entire affiance in the promise and faithfulness of God, with reference to the holy seed. 
So the object of that faith which is imputed to us for righteousness is Christ; Christashaving _ 
made atonement for our sins, (the remission of our sins, as expressly taught by St. Paul, 
being obtained by “faith in his blood ;”) and it is in its nature an entire affiance in the promise 
of God 'to this effect, made to us through his atonement, and founded upon it. Faith being 
thus understood, excludes all notion of its meritoriousness. It is not faith, generally con- 
sidered, which is imputed to us for righteousness ; but faith (trust) in an atonement offered 
by another in our behalf; by which trust in something without us, we acknowledge our own 
insufficiency, guilt, and unworthiness, and directly ascribe the merit to that in which we trust, 
and which is not our own, namely, the propitiation of the blood of Christ. 

The third term is wputation. The original verb is well enough translated to impute, in 
the sense of fo reckon, to account; but, as we have stated above, it is never used to signify 
peatiogge the sense of accounting the actions of one person to have been performed by 
another. , 

A man’s sin or righteousness is imputed to him, when hé is considered as actually the doer 
of sinful or of righteous acts, in which sense the word repute is in more general use ; and he is, 
in consequence, reputed a vicious or a holy man. A man’s sin or righteousness is imputed 
to him in-its legal consequence, under a government by rewards and punishments; and then to 
impute sin or righteousness, signifies, in a legal sense, to reckon and to account it, to acquit 
or condemn, and forthwith to punish, or to exempt from punishment. ‘Thus Shimei entreats 
David, that he would “not impute folly to him,” that is, that he would not punish his folly. 
In this sense, too, David speaks of the blessedness of the man, to whom the Lord “ imputeth 
not sin,” that is, whom he forgives, so that the legal consequence of his sin shall not fall upon 
him. ‘This non-imputation of sin, to a sinner, is expressly called the “imputation of right- 
eousness, without works ;” the imputation of righteousness is, then, the non-punishment, or 
pardon of sin; and if this passage be read in its connection, it will also be seen, that by 
“imputing” faith for righteousness, the Apostle means precisely the same thing. “ But to 
him that worketh not, but believeth on him that. justifieth the ungodly, his faith 1s counted for 
righteousness ; even as David, also, describeth the man to whom God imputeth righteousness 

ithout works, saying, blessed is the man whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are 
covered, blessed is the man to whom the Lord “imputeth not sin.” This quotation from 
David, would have been nothing to the Apostle’s purpose, unless he had understood the for- 
giveness of sins, and the imputation of righteousness, and the non-imputation of sin, to signify 
the same thing as “counting faith for righteousness,” with only this difference, that the 
introduction of the term “ faith,” marks the manner in which the forgiveness of sin is obtained. 
To impute faith for righteousness, is nothing more than to be justified by faith, which is also 
called by St. Paul, “ being made righteous,” that is, being placed by an act of free forgiveness, 
through faith in Christ, in the condition of righteous men, in this respect, that the penalty of 
the law does not lie against them, and that they are restored to the Divine favour. 

From this brief, but, it is hoped, clear explanation of these terms, righteousness, faith, and 
imputation, it will appear, that it is not quite correct in the advocates of the Scripture doctrine 
of the imputation of faith for righteousness, to say, that our faith in Christ is accepted in the 
place of personal obedience to the law, except, indeed, in this loose sense, that our faith in 
Christ as effectually exempts us from punishment, as if we had been personally obedient. ‘The 
Scriptural doctrine is rather, that the death of Christ is accepted in the place of our personal 
punishment, on condition of our faith in him; and, that when faith in him is actually exerted, 
then comes in, on the part of God, the act of imputing, or reckoning righteousness to us; or, 
what is the same thing, accounting faith for righteousness, that is, pardoning our offences 
through faith, and treating us as the objects of his restored favour. 

To this doctrine of the imputation of faith for righteousness, the principal objections which 
have been made, admit of an easy answer. 

The first is that of the Papists, who take the term justification to signify the making men 
morally just or righteous; and they, therefore, argue, that as faith alone is not righteousness 
in the moral sense, it would be false and, therefore, impossible, to impute it for righteousness, 
But, as we have proved from Scripture, that justification simply signifies the pardon of sin, 
this objection has no foundation. aa 

A. second objection is, that if faith, that is, believing, is imputed for righteousness, then justi- 
fication is by works, or by somewhat in ourselves. In this objection, the term works is equi- 
vocal. Ifit mean works of obedience to the moral law, the objection is unfounded, for faith is 
not a work of this kind; and if it mean the merit of works of any kind, it 1s equally without 
foundation, for no merit is allowed to faith, and faith, in the sense of exclusive affiance, or 
trusting in the merits of another, shuts out, by its very nature, all assumption of merit to our- 
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selves, or there would be no need of resorting to another’s merit; but if it mean, that faith or 
believing is the doing of something, in order to our justification, it is, in this view, the perform- 
ance of a condition, a sine qua non, which is not only not forbidden by Scripture, but required 
of us,—‘this is the work of God, that ye believe on him whom he hath sent;” “he that 
believeth, shall be saved, and he that believeth not shall be damned.” And so far is this 
considered by the Apostle Paul, as prejudicing the free grace of God in our justification, that 
he makes our justification by faith, the proof of its gratuitous nature, “for by grace are ye saved, 
through faith.” “Therefore, it is by faith, that it might be through grace” 3 e995 

A third objection is, that the imputation of faith for righteousness gives occasion to boasting, 
which is condemned by the Gospel. The answer to this is, 1. That the objection lies with 
equal strength against the theory of the imputation of the righteousness of Christ, since faith 
is required in order to that imputation. 2. Boasting of our faith is cut off by the consideration, 
that this faith itself is the gift of God. a were not, yet the blessings which follow upon 
our faith, are not given with reference to any worth or merit which there may be in our believ- 
ing, but are given with respect to the death of Christ, from the bounty and grace of God. 
4. St. Paul was clearly of the contrary opinion, who tells us that “boasting is excluded by the 
law of faith :” the reason of which has been already stated, that trust in another for salvation, 
does, ipso facto, attribute the power, and consequently the honour of saving, to another, and 
denies both to ourselves. ae : 

Since, then, we are “justified by faith,” our next inquiry must be, somewhat more particu- 
larly, into the specific quality of that faith, which thus, by the appointment of God, leads to 
this Important change in our relations to the Being, whom we have offended, so that our 
offences are freely forgiven, and we are restored to his favour. 

On the subject of justifying faith, so many distinctions have been set-up, so many logical 
terms and Agieiajons are found in the writings of systematic divines, and often, as Baxter 
has it,'“*such quibbling and jingling of a mere sound of words,” that the simple Christian, to 
whom.this subject ought always to be made plain, has often been grievously perplexed, and 
no small cause has been given for the derision of infidels. On-this, as on other -points, we 
appeal “to the law and testimony,” to Christ and his Apostles, who are, at once, the only 
true authorities, and teachers of the greatest simplicity. 

1 We rome then, ; tay 
': 1, That-in Scripture faith is presented to us under two leading views. The first is that of* 
assent or persuasion ; the second, that of confidence or reliance. That the former may be 
separated from the latter, is also plain, though the latter cannot exist without the former. 
Faith, in the sense of intellectual assent to truth, is allowed to be possessed by devils. A dead 
inoperative faith, is also supposed, or declared, to be possessed by wicked men, professing 
Christianity ; for our Lord represents persons coming to him at the last day, saying, “Lord, 
have we not prophesied in thy name,” &c, to whom he will say, “Depart from me, I never 
knew you,” and yet the charge, in this case, does not lie against the sincerity of their belief, 
but against their conduct as “workers of iniquity.” As this distinction is taught in Scripture, 
80 it is also observed in experience, that assent to the truths of revealed religion, may result 
from examination and conviction, while yet the spirit and conduct may be unrenewed and 
wholly worldly. 

On the other hand, that the faith which God requires of men always comprehends confidence 
ot reliance, as well as assent or persuasion, is equallyeclear. The faith by which “the elders 
obtained a good report,” was of this character ; it united assent to the truth of God’s revela-: 
tions, to a noble confidence in his promises. “Our fathers trusted in Thee, and were not 
confounded.” "We have a farther illustration in our Lord’s address to his disciples upon the 
withering away of the fig tree, “Have faith in God.” He did not question whether they 
believed the existence of God, but exhorted them to confidence in his promises, when called 
by him to contend with mountainous difficulties. “Have faith in God, for verily I say unto 
you, that whosoever shall say unto this mountain, Be thou removed, and be thou cast inte the 


x 


sea, and shall not doubt in his heart, but shall believe that these things. which he saith shall , 


come to pass, he shall have whatsoever he’saith.”” It was in reference to his simple confidence 
in Christ’s power, that our Lord so highly commended the centurion, Matt. viii, 10, and said, 
“TI have not found so great faith, no, not in Israel.” And all the instances of faith in the 
persons miraculously healed by Christ, were also of this kind: it was belief in his claims, 
and confidence in his goodness and power. 

The faith in Christ, which in the New Testament is connected with salvation, is clearly of 
this nature; that is, it combines assent with reliance, belief with. trust.“ Whatsoever ye 
ask the Father in my name,” that is, in dependence upon my interest and merits, “he shall give 
it you.” Christ was preached both to Jews and Gentiles as the object of their trust, because 
he was preached as the only true sacrifice for sin; and they were required to renounce thei 
dependence upon their own accustomed sacrifices, and to transfer that dependence to his dez 
and mediation,—and “in his name shall the Gentiles trust.” He is set forth as a propitiation, 
“through faith in his blood ;?” which faith can neither merely mean assent to the historical fact» 
that his blood was shed by a violent death, nor mere assent to the general doctrine that his 
blood had an.atoning quality ; but as all expiatory offerings were trusted in as the means of 
propitiation both among Jews and Gentiles, that faith or trust was now to ‘be exclusively, 
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rendered to the blood of Christ, heightened by the stronger demonstrations of a Divine 
appointment. | : < 

To the most unlettered Christian this then will be most obvious, that that faith in Christ 
which is required of us, consists both of assent and trust; and the necessity of maintaining 
these inseparably united will farther appear by considering, that it is not a blind and super- 
stitious trust in the sacrifice of Christ, ike that of the Heathens in their sacrifices, which leads 
to salvation; nor the presumptuous trust of wicked and impenitent men, who depend on 
Christ to save them in their sins; but such a trust as is exercised according to the authority 
and direction of the Word of God; so that to know the Gospel in its leading principles, and 
to have a cordial belief in it, is necessary to that more specific act of faith which is called reli- 
ance, or in systematic language, fiducial assent, of which cometh salvation. The Gospel, as — 
the scheme of man’s salvation, supposes that he is under law; that this law of God has been 
violated by all; and that every man is under sentence of death. Serious consideration of our 
ways, confession of the fact, and sorrowful conviction of the evil and danger of sin, will follow 
the gift of repentance, and a cordial belief of the testimony of God, and we shall thus turn to 
God with contrite hearts, and earnest prayers and supplications for his mercy. ‘This is called 
“repentance toward God ;” and repentance being the first subject of evangelical preaching, 
and then the belief of the Gospel, it is plain that Christ is only immediately held out in this 
Divine plan of our redemption as the object of trust in order.to forgiveness to pérsons in this 
state of penitence, and under this sense of danger. The degree of sorrow for sin, and alarm 
upon this discovery of our danger as sinners, is no where fixed in Scripture; only it is sup- 
posed every where, that it is such as to lead men to inquire earnestly “what shall Ido to be 
saved?” and to use all the appointed means of salvation, as those who feel that their salvation 
is at issue; that they are in a lost condition, and must be pardoned or perish. To all such 
persons, Christ, as the only atonement for sin, is exhibited as the object of their trust, with 
the promise of God, “that whosoever believeth in him shall not perish, but have everlasting 
life? Nothing is required of such but this actual trust in, and personal apprehension or 
taking hold of the merits of Christ’s death as a sacrifice for sin; and upon their thus believing 
they are justified, their faith is “counted for righteousness.” 

This appears to be the plain Scriptural representation of this doctrine, and we may infer 
from it, 1. That the faith by which we are justified is not a mere assent to the doctrines of the 
Gospel, which leaves the heart unmoved and unaffected by a sense of the evil and danger of 
sin, and the desire of salvation, though it supposes this assent ; nor, 2. Is it that more lively 
and cordial assent to, and belief in the doctrine of the Gospel, touching our sinful and lost con- 
dition, which is wrought in the heart by the Spirit of God, and from which springeth repent- 
ance, though this must precede it; nor, 3. Is it only the assent of the mind to the method by 
which God justifies the ungodly by faith in the sacrifice of his Son, though this is an element 
of it; but it is a hearty concurrence of “the will and affections with this plan of salvation, 
which implies a renunciation of every other refuge,” “and an actual trust in the Saviour, and 
“personal apprehension of his merits: such a belief of the Gospel-by the power of the Spirit of 
God as leads us to come to Christ, to receive Christ, to trust in Christ, and to commit the 
keeping of our souls into his hands, in humble confidence of his ability and his willingness to 
save us.” (1 

This is ah qualifying condition to which the promise of God annexes justification; that 
without which justification would not take place; and in this sense it is that we are justified 
by faith; not by the merit of faith, but by faith instrumentally as this condition, for its con- 
nection with the benefit arises from the merits of Christ, and the promise of God. ‘If Christ 
had not merited, God had not promised ; if God had not promised, justification had never fol- 
towed upon this faith; so that the indissoluble connection of faith and justification is fram God’s 
institution, whereby he hath bound himself to give the benefit upon performance of the con- 
dition. Yet there is an aptitude in this faith to be made a condition, for no other act can receive 
Christ as a priest propitiating, and pleading the propitiation, and the promise of God for his 
sake to give the benefit. As receiving Christ and the gracious promise in this manner, it 
acknowledgeth man’s guilt, and so man renounceth all righteousness in himself, and honour- 
eth God the Father, and Christ the Son, the only Redeemer. It glorifies God’s merey and 
free grace in the hichest-degree. It acknowledgeth on earth, as it will be perpetually acknow- 
ledged in heaven, that the whole salvation of sinful man, from the beginning to the last degree 
thereof, whereof there shall be no end, is from God’s freest love, Christ’s merit and intercession, 
his own gracious promise, and the power of his own Holy Spirit.” (2) : " 

Justification by faith alone is thus clearly the doctrine of the Scriptures; and it was this 
great doctrine brought forth again from the Scriptures into public view, and maintained by 
their authority, which constituted one of the main pillars of the reformation from Popery ; and 
on which no compromise could be allowed with that corrupt church which had substituted for 
it the merit of works. Melancthon, in his Apology for the Augsburg Confession, thus speaks : 
“To represent justification by faith only, has been considered objectionable, though Paul con- 
eludes that ‘a man is ‘justified by faith without the deeds of the law ;’ ‘that we are justified 
freely by his grace,’ and ‘that it is the gift of God, not of works, lest any man should boast.’ 


(1) Bunting’s Sermon on Justification. (2) Lawson. 
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Ifthe use of the exclusive term oniyis deemed insimissible, let them exp dem the writings 
of the Apostles the Selusive phrases, ‘by grace,’ ‘not of works,’ ‘the gi > and others © 
of similar import.” “ We are atcounted righteous before God,” says the Tith Article of the 
Chureh of England, “only for the mérit of our Lord Jesus Christ, by faith, not for our works 
and deservings ;*»and n, in the homily on Salvation, “St. Paul declares nothing upon the 
behalf of his. peti but only a true and lively faith, which, neverthe- 
less, is the gift of God, and not man's only work without God. And yet that faith doth not 
shut out repentance, hope, love, dread, and the fear of God, to be joined with faith in every 
man that is justified; but only dentine out pees the fore 4 justifying: oe 
although they be allpresent t er in-hi at is justified, yet they justify: not altogether.” 
aan ais, therefore, to axpposds as many have done, that the doctrine of justification by 
faith alone, is peculiarly a Calvinistic one. It has, in consequence, often been attacked under ~ 
this mistake, and confounded with the eV of that system, by writers of limited read- _ 
ing, or perverting:ingenuity, It is the doctrine, as we have-seen, not of the Calvinistic con- — 
fessions only, but of the Lutheran Church, and of the Church of England. It was the doctrine 
of the Dutch Remonstrants, at least of the early divines of that party; and though a S 
many divines of the Church of England, the errors of Popery on the subject of justification’ 
have had their influence, and some, who have contended Bo -yampercs bed faith alone, have 
‘Scriptural an of believing, the doctrine itself has often been very ably main- 
tained by its later non-Calvinistic divines. Thus justification by faith alone; faith which’: 
excludes all works, both of the ceremonial and moral law; all works performed by Gentiles” 
under the law of nature; all works of evangelical obedi though they spring from faith; 
has been defended b Whitby, in the preface to his notes on the Epistle to the Galatians, 
though he was a Souiaoan ti-Calvinist. The same may be said of many others; and we may, —_ 
refer to Mr. Wesley, who revived, by his preaching and writings, an evangelical 
~ Amminianism in this country; and who has most clearly and ably established this truth in | 

connection with the doctrine of general redemption, and *s universal love to mane Bil 3 

“By affirming that faith is the term or condition of justification, I mean, first, that there is 

no justification without it. ‘He that believeth not is condemned already,’ and so long as he 
believeth not, that condemnation cannot be removed, but the ‘wrath of od abideth on him, 

As ‘there is no other name given under heaven, than that of Jesus of Nazareth, no other merit 

whereby a condemned sinner can ever be saved from the guilt of sin; so there is no other way 

of obtaining a share in his merit, than by faith in his name. So that, as long as we are without — 
this faith, we are “strangers to the covenant of promise, we are aliens from the commonwealth 
of Israel, and without God in the world” Whatsoever virtues (so called) a man may have, 

I speak of those unto whom the Gospel is preached; for ‘what have I to do to judge them 
: os re without ?? Whatsoever good works (so accounted) he may do, it profiteth not; he is 

a child of wrath, still under the curse, till he believe in Jesus. ; < 

. “Raith, | is the necessary condition of justification. “Yea, and the only necessary 
condi ereof.. This is the second point carefully to be observed; that the very moment» 
Gate faith (for it is the gift of God) to the ‘ungodly, that worketh not, that ‘ faith is 
counted to him for righteousness.” He hath no righteousness at all antecedent to this, not-so 
much as negative righteousness, or innocence, -But ‘faith is imputed to him for righteousness? ~ 
the very moment that he believeth, Not that God (as was observed before) thinketh him to 
be what he is not. Butas ‘he made Christ to be a gin offering for us,’ that 1s, treated him as 
a sinner, punished him for our sins; so he counteth us righteous, from the time we believe in: 
him; that is, he doth not punish us for our sins, yea, treats us as though we were guiltiess ~ 
and righteous. ; 

“Surely the difficulty of assenting to the proposition, that faith is the only condition of justi- 
fieation, must arise from not understanding it. We mean thereby this much, that it is the 
only thing, without which no oneis justified; the only thing thatisimmediately, indispensably, _ 
absolutely requisite in order to pardon. As, on the one hand, though a man should have ore 
thing else, without faith, yet he cannot be justified; soon the other, though he be suj C es 
» to want every thing else, yet if he hath faith, he cannot but be justified. ox Suppose a sin= 

“ner of any kind or degree, in a full sense of his total ungodliness, of his utter inability to think, 

% ‘or do good, and his absolute meetness for hell fire: ee say, this sinner, helpless — 
and hopeless, casts himself wholly on the merey of God in Christ, (which indeed ; 
do but by the grace of God,) who can doubt, but he is forgiven in that moment? Who 
will affirm, that any more is indispensably required, before that sinner can be justified 2(3) we 

To the view of justifying faith we have ce to establish, namely, the entire trust and 
reli of an sesten d and ae sinner, ve = atonement of Christ alone, i zeaion 
rious ground of his pardon, some objections have been made, and some contrary hypotheses 
opposed, which itll be necessary to bring to the test of the Word of ‘God. eS 
"Phe general objection is, that it is a doctrine unfavourable to morality. This was the 
objection in St. Paul’s day, it has been urged through all ages ever Sey. It proceed 
however, upon a great. mi rehension of the doctrine ; and has sometimes been sugge 
that real abuse of it, to whieh all truth is liable by men of perverted minds anc 


(8) Wesley's Sermons >: Fhe > oa ‘ 3 
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hearts. Some of these haye pretended, or deceived themselves into the conclusion, that if the: 
atonement made for sin by the death of Christ only be relied upon, however presumptuously, 
the sins which they commit will be forgiven; and that there is no motive, at least from fear of 
consequences, to avoid sin. Others observing this abuse, or misled, probably, by incautious 
statements of sincere persons on this point, have coneluded this to be the logical consequence 
of the doctrine, however innocently it may sometimes be held. Attempts have, therefore, been 
made to guard the doctrine, and from these, on the other hand, errors have arisen. The 
Romish church contends for justification by inherent righteousness, and makes faith a part of | 
that righteousness. Others contend, that faith signifies obedience; others place justification 
in faith and good works united ; others hold that faith gives us an interest in the merit of Christ, 
to make up the deficiency of a sincere but imperfect obedience; others think that true faith 
is in itself essentially, and, per se, the necessary root of obedience. pi 
The proper answer to the objection, that justification by faith alone, leads to licentiousness, 
is, that “though we are justified by faith alone,” the faith by which we are justified, is not alone 
in the heart which exercises it. In receiving Christ as the writers of the Reformation often 
say, “faith is sola, yet. not solitaria.” It is not the trust of a man asleep and secure, but the 
‘trust of one awakened and aware of the peril of eternal death, as the wages of sin; it is not 
the trust of a man, ignorant of the spiritual meaning of God’s holy law; but of one who is 
convinced and “slain” by it; not the trast of an impenitent, but of a penitent man; the 
trust of one, in a word, who feels, through the convincing power of the word and Spirit of 
God, that he is justly exposed to wrath, andan whom this conviction produces a genuine sorrow 
for sin, and an intense and supreme desire to be delivered from its penalty and dominion, Now 
that all this is substantially, or more particularly, in the experience of all who pass into this 
state of justification through faith, is manifest from the 7th and 8th chapters of the Epistle to 
the Romans, in which the moral state of man is traced in the experience of St. Paul as an 
example, from his conviction for sin by the law of God, revealed to him in its spirituality, to 
his enfrance into the condition and privileges of a justified’state.. We see here, guilt, fear, a 
vain gle with bondage, poignant distress, self despair, readiness to submit to any effectual 
mode of deliverance which may be offered, acceptance of salvation by Christ, the mmediate . 
removal of condemnation, dominion over sin, with all the fruits of regeneration, and the lofty 
hopes of the glory of Gop, So far, then, is the doctrine of-justification by faith alone from 
leading to a loose and careless conduct, that that yery state of mind in which alone this faith 
can be exercised, is one which excites the most earnest longings and efforts of mind to be free 
from the bondage of sin, as well as from its penalty ; and to be free from its penalty in order 
‘that freedom from its bondage may follow. | As this is proved by the 7th chapter of the epistle 
referred to, so the former part of the 8th, which continues the discourse, (unfortunately broken 
by the division of the chapters,) shows the moral state which is the immediate result of “being 
in Christ Jesus,” through the exercise of that faith, which alone, as we have seen, can give us 
a personal interest in him. “There is now no condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus.” 
This the first result of the pardon of sin, a consequent exemption from condemnation. The 
ext is manifestly concomitant with it,—“‘who walk not after the flesh but after the Spirit,” 
which is now in its fulness imparted to them; and by which, being regenerated, they are 
delivered from the bondage before described, and “ walk” after his will, and under his sancti- 
fying influence. This brings us precisely to the answer which the Apostle himself gives to 
the objection to which we are referring, in the 6th chapter—“ What shall we say then? shall 
we continue in sin that grace may abound? God forbid; how shall we who are dead to sin live 
any longer therein?” The moral state of every man who is justified, is here described to be, 
that he is “dead to sin.” Wot that justification strictly is a death unto sin, or regeneration ; 
but into this state it immediately brings us, so that, though they are properly distinguished in 
ihe order of our thoughts, and in the nature of things, they go together; he to whom “there 
is no conde mation,” walks not after the flesh, but after the Spirit; and he who experiences 
the “‘ abounding of the grace of God” in his pardon, is “dead to sin,” and cannot, therefore, 
continue therein. ‘This is the effect of the faith that justifies; from that alone, as it brings us 
fo Christ our deliverer, our entire deliverance from sin can follow; and thus the doctrine of 
faith becomes exclusively ‘the doctrine of holiness, and points out the only remedy for 
sin’s dominion, ; te va 
It is true, that some colour would be given to the contrary opinion, were it to be admitted, 
that this act of faith, followed by our justification, did indefeisibly settle our right to eternal 
blessedness by a title not to be vitiated by any future transgression; but this doctrine, which 
forms a part of the theory of the Calvinists, we shall, inits place, show to be unscriptural.. It 
is enough here to say, that it has no connection with the doctrine of justification by faith 
alone, though so often ignorantly identified with it. Our probation is not terminated by our 
pardon. Wilful sin will infallibly plunge us again into condemnation, with heightened 
aggravations and hazards; and he only retains this state of favour, who continues to believe 
with that same faith which brings back to him, not only the assurances of God’s mercy, but 
the continually renewing influences of the Holy Spirit. 
The doctrine of justification by faith alone, as stated in the Scriptures, needs not, there- 
fore, any of those guards and cautions, which we have enumerated above, and which all 
tnvolve serious errors, which it may not be useless to point out. : 
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1. The error of the Romish Church is to confound justification and sanctification. So the 
Council of Trent declares, that “justification is not only the remission of sins, but also the 
sanctification of the inner man; and that the only formal cause of justification, is the right- 
eousness of God, not that whereby he is just, but that by which he makes us just ;” that is, 
inherently so. ‘That justification and sanctification go together, we have seen; but this is 
not what is meant by the Council. Their doctrine is, that man is, made just or holy, and 
then justified. The answer to this has been already given. God “justifieth the ungodly ;” 
and the Scriptures plainly mean by justification, not sanctification, but simply the remission 
of sin, as already established. The passages, also, above quoted, show that those who hold 
this doctrine reverse the order of the Scriptures. ‘The sanctification which constitutes a man 
inherently righteous, is concomitant with justification, but does not precede it. Before ‘“con- 
demnation” is taken away, he cries out, “ O wretched man that I am, who shall deliver me 
from the body of this death ;” when “there is now no condemnation,” he “ walks not after the 
flesh, but after the Spirit.” In the nature of things, too, justification and sanctification are 
distinct. ‘The active sanctification of the Spirit, taken in itself, either habitually or actually, 
and as inherent in us, can in nowise be justification, for justification is the remission of sins. 
God gave this Spirit to angels, he gave it to Adam in the day of creation, and this Spirit did 
sanctify, and now doth sanctify the blessed angels, yet this sanctification is not remission, 
Sanctification cannot be the formal cause of justification, any more than justification can be 
the formal cause of glorification; for however all these may be connected, they are things 
perfectly distinct and different in their nature. “There be two kinds of Christian righteous- 
ness,” says Hooker, “the one without us, which we have by imputation ; the other in us, 
which consisteth of faith, hope, and charity, and other Christian virtues. - God giveth us both 
the one justice and the other; the one by accepting us for righteous in Christ, the other by 
working Christian righteousness in us.” (4) ¢ ; 

2. To the next opinion, that justifying faith, in the Christian sense, includes works of 
evangelical obedience, and is not, therefore, simple affiance or fiducial assent, the answer of 
Whitby is forcible. ‘“'The Scripture is express and frequent in the assertion, that believers 
are justified by faith, in which expression either faith must include works, or evangelical 
obedience, or it doth not: if it doth not, we are justified by faith alone ; and that it doth not 
formally include works of evangelical righteousness, appears, 1. From the- plain distinction 
which the Scripture puts between them, when it informs us, that faith works by love, is shown ~ 
forth by our works, and exhorts us to-add to our faith virtue, to virtue knowledge; and, 
2. Because it is not reasonable to conceive, that Christ and his Apostles, making use of a 
word which had a known and fixed import, should mean more by this word than what it~ 
signified in common use, as sure they must have done, had they included in the meaning of 
the word the whole of our evangelical righteousness.” (5) To this we may add, that in every 
discourse of St. Paul, as to our justification, faith and works are opposed to each other ; and 
farther, that his argument necessarily excludes works of evangelical obedience. For as if 
clearly excludes all works of ceremonial law, so also all works of obedience to the moral law ; 
and that not with any reference to their degree, as perfect or imperfect, but with reference to 
their nature as works; so then, for this same reason must all works of evangelical obedience 
be excluded from the office of justifying, for they are also moral works, works of obedience 
to the same law, which is in force under the Gospel ; and however they may be performed ; 
whether by the assistance of the Spirit, or without that assistance ; whether they spring from 
faith or any other principle, these are mere circumstances which alter not the.nature of the 
acts themselves, they are works still, and are opposed by the Apostle to grace and faith. “ And 
if by grace, then it is no more of works; otherwise grace is no more grace ; but if it be of 
works, then is it no more (of) grace, otherwise work is no more work,” Rom. xi, 6. 

3. A third notion which has been adopted to guard the doctrine of justification by faith is, 
that faith apprehends and appropriates the merits of Christ to make up for the deficiency of 
our imperfect obedience. There must, therefore, be a sincere endeavour after obedience, and 
in this the required guard is supposed to lie; but to secure justification where obedience is still 
imperfect though sincere, requires faith. BS, 
It is a sufficient refutation of this theory, that no intimation is given of it in Scripture, and 
it is indeed contradicted by it. Hither this sincere and imperfect obedience has its share in 
our justification, or it has not; if it has, we are justified by works and faith united, which has 
see disproved; if it has not, then we are justified by faith-alone, in the manner before 
explained. ; 

4, The last error referred to is that which represents faith as, per se, the necessary root of 
obedience: so that justification by faith alone may be allowed; but then the guard against 
abuse is-said to lie in this, that true faith is itself so eminent a virtue, that it naturally pro- 
duces good works. : - ; 

The objection to this statement lies not indeed so much to the substantial truth of the doc- 
trine taughtby it, or to what is perhaps intended by most of those who so speak, for similar 
modes of expression we find in the writings of many of the elder divines of the reformation, 
who most strenuously advocated justification by faith alone; but to the view under which it 

4% a: 
(4) Discourse of Justification. (5) Preface-to Galatians. 
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is presented. Faith, when genuine, is necessarily the “root and mother of obedience ;” good 
works of every kind, without exception, do also necessarily spring from it; but though we 
say necessarily, yet we do not say naturally. The error lies in considering faith in Christ as 
so eminently a virtue, so great an act of obedience, that it must always argue a converted and 
renewed state of mind wherever it exists, from which, therefore, obedience must flow. We 
have, however, seen that regeneration does not precede justification ; that till justification man 
is under bondage, and that he does not “walk after the Spirit,” until he is so “in Christ Jesus;” 
that to him “ there is now no condemnation ;” yet faith, all acknowledge, must precede justi- 
fication, and it cannot, therefore, presuppose a-regenerate state of mind. The truth, then, is, 
that faith does not produce obedience by any virtue there is in it, per se; nor as it supposes 
a previous renewal of heart; but as it unites to Christ, gives us a personal interest in the 
covenant of God’s mercy, and obtains for us, as an accomplished condition, our justification, 
from which flow the gift of the Holy Spirit, and the regeneration of our nature. The strength 
of faith lies not, then, in what it is in itself, but in what it interests us in; it necessarily leads 
to good works, because it necessarily leads to justification, on which immediately follows our 
“new creation in Christ Jesus to good works, that we may walk in them.” 

There are yet a few theories on the subject of justification to be.stated and examined, 
which, however, the principles already established will enable us briefly to dismiss. 

That of the Romish Church, which confounds sanctification with justification, has been 
already noticed. The influence of this theory may be traced in the writings of some leading 
divines of the English Church, who were not fully imbued with the doctrines of the reformers 
on this great point, such as Bishop Taylor, Archbishop Tillotson, and others, who make 
regeneration necessary to justification; and also in many divines of the Calvinistic Noncon- 
formist class, who make regeneration, also, to precede justification, though not, like the former, 
as a condition of it. « : 

The source of this error appears to be twofold. 

Tt arises, first, from a loose and general notion of thé Scriptural doctrine of regeneration ; 
and, secondly, from confounding that change which true evangelical repentance doubtless 
implies, with regeneration itself: A few observations will dissipate these erroneous impressions. 

As to those previous changes of mind and conduct, which they often argue from, as proving a 
new state of mind and character, they are far from marking that defined and unequivocal 
state of renovation, which our Lord expresses by the phrases “born again,” and “born of the 
Spirit,” and which St. Paul evidently explains by being “created anew,” “a new creation ;” 
“living after the Spirit,” and “walking in the Spirit.” In the established order in which God 
effects this mighty renovation of a nature previously corrupt, in answer to prayers directed 
to him, with confidence in his promises to that effect in Christ Jesus, there must be a previous 
process, which divines have called by the expressive names of “awakening,” and “conviction ;” 
that 1s, the sleep of indifference to spiritual concerns is removed, and conviction of the sad facts 


of the case of a man who has hitherto lived in sin, and under the sole dominion of a carnal and - 


earthly mind, is fixed in the judgment and the conscience. From this arises an altered and 
a corrected view of things; apprehension of danger ; desire of deliverance; abhorrence of the 
evils of the heart and the life; strong efforts for freedom, resisted however by the bondage of 
established habits and innate corruptions ; and a still deeper sense, in consequence, of the 
need not only of pardon, but of that almighty and renewing influence which alone can effect 
she desired change. It is in this state of mind, that the prayer becomes at once heartfelt and 
appropriate, “*Create in me a clean heart, O God, and renew a right spirit within me.” 

But all this is not regeneration ; it is rather the effect of the full and painful discovery of 
the want of it; nor will “ fruits meet for repentance,” the effects of an alarmed conscience, 
and of a corrected judgment ; the efforts to be right, however imperfect ; which are the signs, 
we also grant, of smcerity, prove more than that the preparatory process is going on under the 
influence of the Holy Spirit. Others may endeavour to persuade a person in this state of 
mind that he is regenerate, but the absence of love to God as his recenciled Father ; the evils 
which he detests having still, in many respects, the dominion over him; the resistance of his 
heart to the unaccustomed yoke, when the sharp pangs of his convictions do not, for the 
moment, arm him with new powers of contest; his pride; his remaining self-righteousness ; 
his reluctance to be saved wholly as a sinner, whose repentance and all its fruits, however 
exact and copious, merit nothing; all assure him, that even should he often feel that he is “ not 
iar from the kingdom of God,” he has not entered it; that his burden is not removed; that 
his bonds are not broken; that he is not “walking in the Spirit ;” that he is at best but a 
struggling slave,not “the Lord’sfree man.” But there isa point which, when passed, changes 
the scene. Hebelieves wholly in Christ; he is justified by faith; he iscomforted by the Spirit’s 
“witnessing with his spirit,” that he is now a child of God; he serves God from filial love ; 
he has received new powers; the chain of his bondage is broken, and he is delivered ; he walks 
not after the flesh, but after the Spirit ; he is “dead to sin, and cannot continue longer there ;” 
and the fruits of the Spirit are in him—“love, joy, peace, gentleness, goodness, meekness, 
faith, temperance.” He is now, and not till NOW, in A REGENERATE STATE, as that state is 
described in the Scriptures, Before he was a seeker, now he has obtained what he sought; 
and he obtains it concomitantly with justification, , a es é 
. Still indeed it may be said, that, call this previous state what you will, either regeneration 
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or repentance, it is necessary to justification; and, therefore, justification is not by faith alone. 
We answer, that we cannot call it a regenerated state, a being “ born of the Spirit,” for the 
Scriptures do not so designate it; and it is clear, that the fruits of the Spirit do not belong to 
it; and, therefore, there is an absence, not of the work of the Spirit, for all has its origin there, 
but of that work of the Spirit by which we are “born again” strictly and properly. ‘Nor is 
the connection of this preparatory process with justification of the same nature as that of faith 
with justification. It is necessary, it is true, as hearing the word is necessary, for “faith 
cometh by hearing; and it is necessary as leading to prayer, and to faith, for prayer is the 
language of discovered want, and faith in another, in the sense of trust, is the result of self 
diffidence, and self despair; but it is necessary remotely, not immediately. This distinction 
is clearly and accurately expressed by Mr. Wesley. (6) ‘And yet I allow you this, that 
although both repentance and the fruits thereof, are, in some sense, necessary before justifica- 
tion, yet neither the one nor the other is necessary in the-same sense, nor in the same degree 
with faith. Not in the same degree; for in whatever moment a man believes, in the Christian 
sense of the word, he is justified; his sins are blotted out; his faith is counted to him for 
righteousness. But it is not so at whatever moment he repents, or brings forth any or all-the 
fruits.of repentance. Faith alone, therefore, justifies, which repentance alone does not; much 
less any outward work: and consequently none of these are necessary to justification in the 
same degree as faith. Nor in the same sense; for none of these has so direct and immediate 
relation to justification as faith. This is proximately necessary thereto; repentance and its 
fruits, remotely, as these are necessary to the increase and continuance of faith. And even in 
this sense, these are only necessary on supposition that there is time and opportunity for 
them; for in many instances there 1s not; but God cuts short his work, and faith prevents 
the fruits of repentance. So that the general proposition is not overthrown, but clearly 
established by these concessions, and we conclude still, both on the authority of Scripture 
and the church, that faith alone is the proximate condition of justification.” (7) - 

_, If regeneration, in the sense in which it is used in-Seripture, and not loosely and vaguely, 

_as by many divines, both ancient and modern, is then a concomitant. of justification, it cannot 
be a condition of it; and as we have shown, that all the changes which repentance implies, 
fall short of regeneration, repentance is not an evidence of a regenerate state ; and thus the 
theory of justification by regeneration is untenable. A second theory, not indeed substantially 
different from the former, but put into different phrase, and more formally laboured, is that 
of Bishop Bull, which gave rise to the celebrated controversy of his day, upon the publication 
of his Harmonia Apostolica ; and it is one which has left the deepest impress upon the views: 
of the clergy of the English Church, and contributed more than any thing else to obscure 
her true doctrine, as contained in her articles and homilies, on this leading point of experi- 
mental theology. This theory is professedly that of justification by works, with these 

ualifications, that the works are evangelical, or such as proceed from faith ; that they are 
Daa by the assistance of the Spirit of Ged; and that such works are not meritorious, but a 
necessary condition of justification. ‘To establish this hypothesis, it was necessary to avoid 
the force of the words of St. Paul, and the learned prelate just mentioned, therefore, reverses 
the usual practice of commentators, which is to reconcile St. James to St. Paul on the doctrine 
of justification; and assuming that St. James speaks clearly and explicitly, and St. Paul, on 
this point, things “hard to be understood ;” he interprets the latter by the former, and reconciles 
St. Paul to St. James, According then to this opinion, St. James explicitly asserts the doctrine 
of justification of sinful men before God by the works which proceed from faith in Christ : St. 
Paul, therefore, when he denies that man can be justified by works, refers simply to works of 
obedience to the Mosaic law; and by the faith which justifies, he means the works which 
spring from faith. Thus the two Apostles are harmonized by Bishop Bull. ~ 

The main pillar of this scheme is, that St. James teaches the doctrine of justification 
before God by works springing from faith in Christ; and as it is necessary in a discourse 
on justification, to ascertain the meaning of this Apostle, in the passages referred to, both 
because his words may appear to form an objection to the doctrine of justification by faith 
alone, which we have established; and, also, on account of the misleading statements which 
are found in many of the attempts which have been made to reconcile the two Apostles, this 
may be a proper place for that inquiry ; the result of which will show, that Bishop Bull. and 
the divines of that school, have as greatly mistaken St. James as they have mistaken St. Paul. 

Weobserve then, 1. That-to interpret St. Paul by St. James involves this manifest absurdity, 
that it is interpreting a writer who treats professedly, and in a set discourse, on the subject 
in question, the justification of a sinful man before God, by a writer who, if he could be 
allowed to treat of that subject with the same design, does it but incidentally. This itself 
makes it clear, that the great axiomata, the principles of this doctrine, must be first sought for 
in the writer who enters professedly, and by copious argument, into the inquiry. 

But, 2. The two Apostles do not engage in the same argument, and for this reason, that the 
are not addressing themselves to persons in the same circumstances. St. Paul addresses the 
unbelieving Jews, who sought justification by obedience to the law of Moses, moral and 
cerémonial; proves, that.all men are guilty, and that neither Jew nor Gentile can be justified 


(6) Farther Appeal, &e. ' (7) Sermons. ; 
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by works of obedience to any law, and that therefore justification must be by faith alone. On 
the other hand, St. James, having to do, in his Epistle with such as professed the Christian 
faith and justification by it, but erring dangerously about the nature of faith, affirming that 
faith, in the sense of opinion or mere belief of doctrine, would save them, though they should 
remain destitute of a real change in the moral frame and constitution of their minds, and give 
no evidence of this in a holy life, it became necessary for him to plead the renovation of man’s 
nature, and evangelical obedience, as the necessary fruits of real or living faith. The question 
discussed by St, Paul is, whether works would justify; that by St. James is, whether a dead 
faith, the mere faith of assent, would save. ; 5 

3. St. Paul and St. James do not use the term justification in the same sense. The former 
uses it, as we have seen, for the pardon of sin, the accepting and treating as righteous one who 
is guilty but penitent. But, that St. James does not speak of this kind of justification is most 
evident, from his reference to the case of Abraham. ‘“ Was not Abraham, our father, justified 
by works, when he had offered Isaac his son upon the altar?” Does St. James mean, that 
Abraham was then justified in the sense of being forgiven ?j Certainly not; for St. Paul, when 
speaking of the justification of Abraham, in the sense of his forgiveness béfore God, by the 
imputation of his faith for righteousness, fixes that event many years previously, even before 
Isaac was born, and when the promise of a seed was made to him; for it is added by Moses, 
when he gives an account of this transaction, Gen. xv, 6, “And he believed in the Lord, and 
he counted it to him for righteousness.” If then, St. James speaks of the same kind of justifi- 
cation, he contradicts St. Paul and Moses, by implying that Abraham was not pardoned and 
received into God’s favour, until the offermg of Isaac. If no one will maintain this, then the 
justification of Abraham, mentioned by St. James, it is plain, does not mean the forgiveness 
of his sins, and he uses the term in a different sense to St. Paul. 

4, The only sense, then, in which St. James can take the term justification, when he says 
that Abraham was “ justified by works, when he had offered Isaac his son upon the altar,” 1s, 
that his works manifested or proved that he was justified, proved that he was really justified 
by faith, or, in other words, that the faith by which he was justified, was not dead and 
inoperative, but living and active. This is abundantly confirmed by what follows. So far is 


St. James from denying that Abraham was justified by the imputation of his faith for right- 


eousness, long before he offered up his son Isaac, that he expressly allows it by quoting the 
assage, Gen. xv, 6, in which this is said to have taken place at least twenty-five years 
eee and he makes use of his subsequent works in the argument, expressly to ulustrate the 
vital and obedient nature of the faith by which. he was at first justified. “Seest thou how faith 
wrought with his works, and bye was his faith made perfect, and the scripture was ful- 
filled, which saith, ‘Abraham believed God,’ (in a transaction twenty-five years previous,) 
‘and it was imputed to him for righteousness, and he was called the Friend of God,’” This 
quotation of James, from Gen. xv, 6, demands special notice. * And the scripture,” he says, 
“was fulfilled, which saith,” &c. Wa5hitby paraphrases, “was again fulfilled ;” some other 
commentators say it “was twice fulfilled,” in the transaction of Isaac, and at the previous 
period to which the quotation refers, These comments are, however, hasty, darken the argu- 
ment of St. James, and have indeed no discernible meaning ‘at all. For, do they mean that 
Abraham was twice justified, in the sense of being twice pardoned ; or that his justification 
was begun at one of the periods referred to, and finished twenty-five years afterward ? These are 
absurdities; and if they will not maintain them, in what sense do they understand St. James 
to use the phrase, “and the scripture was fulfilled?” The scripture alluded to by St. James is 
that given above, “and he believed in the Lord, and he counted it to him for righteousness.” 
When was the first fulfilment of this scripture, of which they speak? It could not be in the 
transaction of Abraham’s proper justification, through his faith in the promise respecting “his 
seed,” as mentioned, Gen. xv, 6, for that scripture is an historical narration of the fact of that, 
his justification. The fact, then, was not a fulfilment of that part of Scripture, but that part ot 
Scripture a subsequent narration of the fact. The only fulfilment, consequently, that it had, 
was in the transaction adduced by St. James, the offering of Isaac; but if Abraham had been, 
in the proper sense, justified then, that event could be no fulfilment, in their sense, of a. scrip- 
ture, which is a narrative of what was done twenty-five years before, and which relates only 
io what God then did, namely, “count the faith of Abraham to him for righteousness.” ‘The 
only senses in which the term “fulfil” can be taken in this passage are, that of accomplishment, 
or that of illustration and establishment. The first cannot apply here, for the passage is neither 
typical nor prophetic, and we are left, therefore, to the second; “and the scripture was ful- 
filled,” illustrated, and confirmed, which saith, “ Abraham believed in God, and it was imputed 
unto him for righteousness.” It was established and confirmed that he was, in truth, a man 
truly justified of God, and that the faith by which he was justified was living and operative. 
5. As St. James does not use the term justification in the sense of the forgiveness of sin, 
when he speaks of the justification of Abraham by works, so neither can he use it in this sense 
in the general conclusion which he draws from it; ‘Ye see, then, how that by works a man 
is justified, and not by faith only.” The ground on which he rests this general inference is the 
declerative justification of Abraham, which resulted from his lofty act of obedience in the case 
of Isaac, and which was eminently itself an act of obedient faith ; and the justification of 
which he speaks in the general conclusion of the argument, must, therefore, be taken in the 
57 ; 
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same sense. He speaks not of the act of being justified before od, and the means by which it 
is effected; but of being proved to ne in a manifest and eat a approved state of justifi- 
cation. “Ye see, then, that by works'a man is” shown to be ina “justified” state; or how 
his profession of being in the Divine favour is justified and “by works, and not by 
faith only,” or mere doctrinal faith; not by the faith of m ctual assent, not by the 
faith which 1s dead, and unproductive of good wor Meas pias a 

Lastly, so far are the two Apostles from being in opposition to each other, that, as to faith 
as well as works, they most perfectly agree. St. James declares, that no man can be saved 
by mere faith. But, then, by faith he means, not the same faith to which St. Paul attributes 
a saving efficacy. His argument sufficiently shows this. He speaks of a faith which is 
“alone” and “dead,” St. Paul of the faith which is never alone, though it alone justifieth ; 
which is not solitaria, though it is sola in this work, as our old divines speak ; the faith of a 
penitent, humbled man, who not only yields speculative assent to the scheme of Gospel doc- 
trine, but flies with confidence to Christ, as his sacrifice and Redeemer, for pardon of sin and 
deliverance from it; the faith, in a word, which is a fruit of the Spirit, a ey which a 
true believer enters into and lives the spiritual cause it vitally unites <4 
fountain of that life—“ the life which I now liv 1e flesh, I live by the faith of the Son of 
God, who loved me, and gave himself for me.” _ ; ; 

There is then no foundation in the Epistle of St. James for the doctrine of justification by 
works, according to Bishop Bull’s theory. . The other arguments by which this notion has 
been supported, are refuted by the principles which have been already laid down, and con- 
firmed from the word of Gop. : 

A third theory has, also, had great influence in the Church of England, and is to this day 
explicitly asserted by some of its leading divines and prelates. It acknowledges that, provided 
faith be understood to be sincere and genuine, men are justified by faith only, and in this the 
reject the opinion just examined ; but then they take faith to be mere belief, assent to the tru 
of the Gospel, and nothing more. This is largely defended by Whitby,,in his preface to the 
Galatians, which, in other respects, ably shows that justification is inno sense by works, 
either natural, Mosaic, or evangelical, The faith by which we are justified, he describes to 
be “a full assent to, or firm persuasion of mind concerning the truth of what is testified by God 
himself respecting our Lord Jesus Christ,” and in particular, “that he was Christ the Son of 
Gop.” “This was the faith which the Apostles required in order to baptism ;” “ y this faith 
men were put into the way of salvation, and if they persevered in it, would obtain it.” 3 

Nearly the same view is taught by the present Bishop of Winchester, in his Refutation of 
Calvinism, and his Elements of Theology, and it is, probably, the opinion of the great bod 
of the national clergy, not distinguished as evangelical, though with many it is also pate | 
mingled with the scheme of Bishop Bull. “Faith and belief,” says Bishop Tomline, “strictly 
speaking, mean the same thing.” If, then, a penitent Heathen or Jew, convinced that Jesus 
was the Messiah, the promised Saviour of the world, “having understood that baptism was 
essential to the blessings of the new and merciful dispensation, of the Divine authority of which 
he was fully persuaded, would eagerly apply to some one of those who were commissioned to 
baptize ; his baptism, administered according to the appointed form to a true believer, would 
convey justification ; or in other words, the baptized person would receive remission of his 
past sins, would be reconciled to God, and be accounted just and righteous in his sigbt.”(8) 
“Faith, therefore, including repentance for former offences, was, as far as the person himself 
was concerned, the sole requisite for justification ; naprevious work was enjoined; but bap-~ 
tism was invariably the instrument, or external form, by which justification was conveyed.”(9) 

The confusedness and contrariety of this scheme will be obvious to the reader. 

It will not be denied to Dr. Whitby, that the Apostles baptized upon the profession of a 
belief in the Messiahship and Sonship of our Lord; nor is it denied to Bishop Tomine, that 
when baptism, in the case of true penitents, was not only an outward expression of the faith 
of assent; but, accompanied by a solemn committal of the spiritual interests of the baptized 
to Christ, by an act of confidence, the power to do which was, no doubt, often given as a part 
of the grace of baptism, justification would follow ;—the real question is, whether justification , 
follows mere assent. ‘This is wholly contradicted by the argument of St. J ames; for if dead 
fith, by which he means mere assent to doctrine, is no evidence of a justified state, it eannot 
be justifying ; which I take to be as conclusive an argument as possible. . For St. James does 
not deny faith to him who has faith without works; if then he -has faith, the Apostle can 
mean by faith nothing else certainly than assent or belief: “Thou believest there is one God 
thou doest well;” and as this faith, according to him is “alone,” by faith he means mere 
assent of the intellect. This argument shows, that those theologians are unquestionably in 
error, who make justification the result of mere assent to the evidence of the truth of the 
Gospel, or doctrinal belief. And neither Dr. Whitby nor Bishop Tomline is able to carry 
this doctrine throughout. The former contends, that this assent, when firm and sincere, mus* 
produce obedience; but St. James denies neither firmness of conviction, nor sincerity to his 
inoperative faith, and yet, he tells us, that it remained “ alone,” and was “dead.” . Besides, if 
faith justifies only as it produces obedience, it does not justify alone, and the justifying efficacy 


(8) Refutation of Calvinism, chap. iii. (9) hid, 
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to the end.” 

The fourth theory which we may notice, is that which rejects justification in the present 
life, and defers its administration to the last day. This has had a few, and but a few ahettors, 
and the principal arguments for it are, 1. That all the consequences of sin are not removed 
from even believers in the present life, whereas a full remission of sin necessarily implies the 
full and immediate remission of punishment. 2. That if believers are justified, that is judged 
in the present life, they must be judged twice, whereas there is but one judgment, which is 
to take place at Christ’s second coming. 3. That the Scriptures speak of justification at the 
Jast day, as when our Lord declares “that every idle ward that men shall speak they shall 
#ive an account thereof in the day of judgment,” and adds, “by thy words thou shalt (then) 
be justified, and by thy words shalt thou be condemned.” ~ 

To all these arguments, which a few words will refute, the general, and indeed, sufficient 
answer is, that justification in the sense of the forgiveness of sins, the only import of the term 
in question, is constantly and explicitly spoken of as a present attainment. This is declared 
tobe the case with Abraham and with David, by St. Paul; it was surely the case with those 
to whom our Lord said, “Thy sins be forgiven thee ; and with her of whom he declared, that 
having “much forgiven she loved much.” “ We have,” says St. Paul, writing to the Colossians, 
“redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of sins.” So plain a point needs no confirma- 
tion by more numerous quotations; and the only means which the advocates of the theory 
have resorted to for explaining such passages consistently with their own views, is absurdly, 
and we may add audaciously, to resolve them into a figure of speech which speaks of a future 
thing when certain, as present ; a mode of interpretation which sets all criticism at defiance. 

As to the first argument, we may observe that it assumes, that it is essential to the pardon 
of sin, that all its consequences should be immediately removed, or otherwise they assert it Is 
no pardon at all. This is to affirm, that to be freed from punishment in another lite, and 
finaily, and indeed im a short time, to be freed from the afflictions of this, is not a pardon; 
which no one can surely deliberately affirm. This notion, also, loses sight entirely of the 
obviously wise ends which are answered by postponing the removal of affliction and diseases 
from those who are admitted into the Divine favour, till another life ; and_of the sanctification 
of all these to their benefit, so that they entirely lose, when they are not the consequence of 


(1) Refutation of Calvinism, chap. iii. 
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new offences, their penal character, and become parts of a merciful discipline, “working 
together for good.” ; : ’ ate te 
- The second argument assumes, that because there is but one general judgment, there can 
be no acts of judgment which are private and personal. But the one is m no sense contrary 
to the other. Justification may, therefore, be allowed to be a judicial proceeding under a 
merciful constitution, as before explained, and yet offer no obstruction to a general, public, 
and final judgment. °'The latter indeed grows out of the former ; for since this offer of mercy 
is made to all men by the Gospel, they are accountable for the acceptance or refusal of it, 
which it isa part of the general judgment to exhibit, that the righteousness of God, in the 
punishment of them “that believe not the Gospel,” may be demonstrated and the ground of 
the salvation of those who have been sinners, as well as the rest of mankind, may be declared. 
‘We may also farther.observe, that so far is the appointment of one general judgment from 
interfering with acts of judgment in the proceedings of the Most High as the governor of men, 
that he is constantly judging men, both as individuals and nations, and distributing to them 
both rewards and punishments. mag 

The argument from the justification of men at the last day, proceeds, also, upon a false 


assumption. It takes justification then and now for the same act; and it supposes it to 


“proceed upon the same principle ; neither of which is true. 


1. It is not true that it is the same act. The justification of believers in this life, is the 
vemission of sins; but- where are we taught that remission of sins is to be attained in the day 
of judgment? Plainly no where, and the whole doctrine of Scripture is in o position to th 
notion, for if confines our preparation for judgment to the present life only. hen our Lord 
says, “by thy words thou shalt be justified,” he does not mean “by thy words thy sins shall 
be forgiven ;” and if this is not maintained the passage is of no force in the argument. 

2. Justification at the last day, does not proceed upon the same principle, and therefore, 
is not to be concluded to be the continuance of the same act, commenced on earth. Justification 
at the last day is, on all hands, allowed to be by works ; but, if that justification mean the 
pardon of sin, then the pardon of sin is by works and not by faith, a doctrine we have. already 
refuted from the clear evidence of Scripture itsclf& The justification of the last day is, therefore, 
not the pardon of sin; for if our sins are previously pardoned, we then need no pardon; it 
they are not pardoned, no provision for their remission then remains. And as this justification 
is not pardon, neither is it acquittal ; for, as to those sins of which the wicked have not been 
guilty, they will not be acquitted of them, because an all wise God will not charge them with 
those of which they have not been guilty, and there can be no acquittal as to those they have 
committed. Believers will not be acquitted of the sins for which they have obtained forgive- 
ness, because they will not be charged upon them, ‘Who shall lay any thing to the charge 
of God’s elect? It is God that justifieth.” So far from their being arraigned as sinners, that 
their justification on earth may be formally pleaded for their acquittal at the last day, that the 
very circumstances of the judgment, will be a public recognition, from its very commencement, 
of their pardon and acceptance upon earth. “The dead in Christ shall rise first.” “The 
rise to glory, not to shame,” their bodies being made like unto Christ’s “glorious body.” 
Those that sleep in Christ shall “God bring with him,” in his train of triumph; they shall be 
set on his “right hand,” in token of acceptance and favour; and of the books which shall be 
opened, one is “the book of life,” in which their names have been previously recorded. It 
follows, then, that our justification at the last day, if we must still use that phrase, which has 
little to support it in Scripture, and might)be well Stbstituted for others less equivocal, can 
only be declarative, approbatory, and remunerative. Declarative, as recognising, in the manner 
just stated, the justification of believers on earth; approbatory, of their works of faith and 
love; and remunerative of them, as made graciously rewardable, in their different measures, by 
the evangelical constitution. 

And here it may not be amiss to notice an argument against the doctrine of justification by 
faith alone, and in favour of justification by faith and works, which is drawn from the pro- 
ceedings of the last day:—“If works wrought through faith are the ground of the sentence 


passed upon us in that day, then they are a necessary condition of our justification.” This is: 
e 


an argument which has been built much upon, from Bishop Bull to the present day. Its 
fallacy lies in considering the works of believers as.the only, or chief ground of that sentence ; 
that is, the administration of eternal life to them in its different degrees of glory at the coming 
of Christ. ‘That itis not so, is plain from those express passages of Scripture, which represent 
eternal life as the fruit of Christ’s atonement, and the gift of God through him. “By grace 
pa saved, through faith, and that not of yourselves, it is the gift of God, not of works,” &c. 
“Why,” says an old writer, “might he not have said, by grace are ye saved, through faith 
and works ; it were as easy to say the one as the other.” (2) If our works are the sole ground 


(2) The reader ‘will also recollect Rom. vi, 23, “' The wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is eternal 
life, through our Lord Jesus Christ.” The following passages expressly make the atonement of Christ the 
ground of our title to eternal life. ‘By his own blood he entered in once into the holy place, having obtained 
eternal redemption for us.” “He is the Mediator of the New Testament, that, by means of death, they 
which are called might receive the promise of eternal inheritance,” Heb. ix, 12-15, “Christ died for us, 
that whether we wake or sleep, we should live together with him,? 1 Thess. v, 10. 
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of that sentence of eternal life, then is the reward of righteousness of debt according to the 

- law of works, and not of grace; but if of grace, then works.are not the sole or chief ground 
of our final reward. If of debt, we claim in our own right; and the works rewarded must be 
in every sense our own; but good works are not our own works; we are “created in Christ 
Jesus unto good works;” and derive all the power to do them from him. If, then, we have 
nof the right of reward in Cus ty we have it in another; and thus we again come to 
another and higher ground of the final sentence than the works wrought even by them that 
believe, namely, the covenant right which we derive from Christ,—right grounded on promise. 
if then it is asked, in what sense good works are any ground at all of the final sentence of 
eternal life, we answer, they are so secondarily, and subordinately, 1. As evidences of that 
faith and that justified state from which alone truly good works can spring. 2. As qualifying 
us for heaven; they and the principles from sate they spring constituting our holiness, our 
“meetness for the inheritance of the saints in light.” 3, As rewardable; but still of grace 
not of debt, of promise not of our own right, since after all we have done, though we had lived 
and suffered as the Apostles to whom the words were first addressed, we are commanded to 
confess ourselves “unprofitable servants.” In this sense good works, though they have no 
part in the office of justifying the ungodly, that is, in obtaining forgiveness of sin, are necessary 
to salvation, though they are not the ground of it. As they are pleasing to God, so are they 
approved and rewarded by God. “They prevent future guilt, but take away no former guilt, 
evidence our faith and title to everlasting glory, strengthen our union with Christ because _ 
they strengthen faith, confirm our hope, glorify God, give good example to men, make us 
more capable of communion with God, give some content to our consciences, and there is 
happiness in the doing of them, and in the remembrance of them when done. Blessed are 
they who always abound in them, for they know that their labour is not in vain in the Lord. 
Yet Bellarmin, though a great advancer of merit, thought it the safest way to put our sole 
trust not in these good works, but in Christ. It is, indeed, not only the safest, but the only 
way so to do, if we would be justified before God. True, we shall be judged according to our 
works, but it doth not follow that we shall be justified by our works. God did never ordain 
good works, which are the fruits of a sincere faith in Christ, to acquire a right unto the 
remission of sin and eternal life; but to be a means by which we may obtain possession of the 
rewards he hath promised. (3) 

The last theory of justification to which it is necessary to advert, is that comprised in the 
scheme of Dr. Taylor, of Norwich, in his Key to.the Apostolic Writings. It is, that all such 
phrases as to elect, call, adopt, justify, sanctify,.&c, are to be taken to express that church 
relation into which, by the destruction of the J ewish polity, believing Jews and Gentiles were 

brought ; that they are “antecedent blessings,” enjoyed by all professed Christians, though, 
unless they avail themselves of these privileges for the purposes of personal holiness, they 
cannot be saved. ¢ ih 

This scheme is, in many respects, delusive and absurd, as it confounds collective privileges 
with those attainments which from their nature can only be personal. If we allow that with 
respect to “election,” for instance, it may have a plausibility, because nations of men may be 
elected to peculiar privileges of a religious kind; yet with respect to the others, as “‘justifica- 
tion,” &c, the notion requires no lengthened refutation. J ustification is, as the Apostle Paul 
states it, pardon of sin; but are the sins of nations pardoned, because they are professedly 
Christian? This is a personal attainment, and can be no other, and collective justification, by 
church privileges, is a wild dream, which mocks and trifles with the Scriptures. According to 
this scheme, there is a Scriptural sense in which the most profane and immoral man, provided 
he profess himself a Christian, may be said to be justified, that is, pardoned ; sanctified, that 
is, made holy ; and adopted, that is, made a child of God! 


CHAPTER XXIV. 


Benerirs periveD ro Man From THE ATONEMENT.—CONCOMITANTS OF 
JUSTIFICATION, 


Tur leading blessings concomitant with justification, are REGENERATION and ADOPTION ; 
with respect to which we may observe generally, that although we must distinguish them as 
being different from each other, and from justification, yet they are not to be separated. They 
occur at the same time, and they all enter into the experience of the same person; SO that no 
man is justified without being regenerated and adopted, and no man is regenerated and made 
a son of God, who is not justified. "Whenever they are mentioned in Scripture, they, there- 
fore, involve and imply each other; a remark which may preserve us from some errors. Thus, 
with respect to our heirship, and consequent title to eternal life, in Titus iu, 7, it 1s grounded 
upon our justification, “For we are justified by his grace, that we should be heirs achorling to 
the hope of eternal life.” In i Pet. i, 3, it is connected with our regeneration. ‘Blessed be 


(3) Lawson’s Theo-Politica. 
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God and the Father of ovr Lord Jesus Christ, who of his abundant: merey hath begotten’ us 
‘inheritan 
Again, in Rom. viii; 17, it is grounded upon our adoption—“If childr 
These passages are a sufficient proof, that justification, regeneration, and at 
distinct and different titles, but consti tute one and the same title, through th 
“Justified by faith ;” and we are the “children of God by faith in Christ Jesus. __ Accor 
jiPeiatllowititetiecngei hog are all united as the effect of the same act of faith. “But 
many as received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of God, (which appellati 
‘rot of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God,” or, in other wor 
were regenerated. eae Seow 5 pte Ss eee 
_. The observations which have been made on the subject, in the preceding chapter, will ren~ 
~ It is that mighty change in man, wrought by the Holy Spirit, by which the dominion which 
sin has over him in his natural state, and which he deplores and strugeles against in his peni-. 
* ~ affections, he serves God freely, and “runs in the way of.his commandments.” “Whosoever 
is born of God doth not commit sin, for his seed remaineth in him, and he cams — 
: Jaw, 
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Christ, to the heavenly inheritance. They are attained, too, by the same 
includes reconciliation and adoption,) even to them that believe on his name, which were bo 
der it the less necessary to dwell here at length upon the nature and extent of Regeneration. 
tent state, is broken and abolished, so that, with full choice of will and the e Whos right 


» he is born of God.” “For sin shall not have dominion over you; for ye are not un 
but under grace.” “But now bein made free from sin, and become servants. to God, ye ha 
your fruit unto holiness, and the end everlasting life.” Deliverance from the bondage of 
and the power and the will to do all things which are pleasing to God, both as to inward habits 
and outward acts, are, therefore, the distinctive, characters of this state. SS Os a 

That repentance is not regeneration, we have before observed. It will not bear disp ating: 
whether regeneration begins with repentance; for if the regenerate state is only entered upon 
at our justification, then all that can be meant by this, to be consistent with the Scriptures, is, 
that the preparatory process, which leads to regeneration, as it leads to pardon, commences, 
with conviction and contrition, and goes on to a repentant tuming to the Lord. In the ordex 
which God has established, regeneration does not take place without this process. Convic 
of the evil and danger of an unregenerate state must first be felt. God hath a pointed this 

‘change to be effected in answer to our prayers; and acceptable prayer supposes that we desire 
the blessing we ask; that we accept of Christ as the appointed medium of access to God; that 
we feel and confess our own inability to attain what we ask from another ; and that we exer- 
cise faith in the promises of God which convey the good we seek. It is clear that none of these’ 
is regeneration, for they all suppose it to be a good in prospect, the object of prayer and eager” 
desire. True it is, that deep and serious conviction for sin, the power to desire deliverance 
from it, the power to pray, to struggle against the corruptions of an unregenerate heart, are 
all proofs of a work of God in the heart, and of an important moral change; but it is not this 
change, because regeneration is that renewal of our nature which, gives us dominion over sin, 
and enables us to serve God, fronslove, and not merely from fear, and it.is yet confessedly 
unattained, being still the object of search and eager desire. We are not yet “created anew 
unto good works,” which is as special and instant a work of God as justification, and for this. 
reason, that it is not attained before the pardon of our sins, and always accompanies it. 

This last point may be proved, » ; SS" sae ois 

1, From the nature of justification itself, which takes away the penalty of sin; but that 
penalty is not only obligation to punishment, but the loss of the sanctifying Spirit, and the 
curse of being left under the slavery of sin, and under the dominion of Satan. Regeneration 
is effected by this Spirit restored to us, and is a consequence of our pardon; for though justifi- 
cation in itself is the remission of sin, yet a justified state implies a change, both in our condi+ 
tion and in our disposition: in our condition, as we are in a state of life, not of death, of safety, 
not of condemnation ; in our disposition, as regenerate and new creatures. , 

2. From Scripture, which affords us direct proof that regeneration is a concomitant of 
justification, “If any man be mn Curist, he is a new creature.” It is then the result of our » 
entrance into that state in which we are said to be iv Curis >and the meaning of this phrase — 
1s most satisfactorily explained by Rom. viii 1, considered in connection with the preceding 
chapter, from which, in the division of the chapters, it ought not to have been separated. 
“That chapter clearly describes the state of a person convinced and slain by the law applied by 
the Spirir. We may discover indeed, in this description, certain moral changes, as consenting 
to the law that it is good ; delighting in it after the inward man; powerful desires; humble 
confession, &c. The state represented is, however, in fact, one of guilt, ‘spiritual captivity, 
helplessness, and misery; a state of condemnation; and a state of bondage to sin. The oppo- 
site condition is that of a man “in Curist Jesus :” to him “there is no condemnation ;” he is 
forgiven ; the bondage to sin is broken ; he “ walks not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” 
To be in Curisz, is, therefore, to be justified, and regeneration instantly follows. We see 
then the order of the Divine operation in individual experience: conviction of sin, helplessness” 
and danger; faith ; justification; and regeneration. ‘The regenerate state is, also, called in 
Scripture sanctification ; though a distinction is made by the Apostle Paul between that and 
being “ sanctified: wholly,” a doctrine to be afterward considered. In this regenerate, or 
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eae state, the former corruptions of the heart may. remain and strive for the mastery ; 
that, w h characterizes. aa eeiished niayc ensiaee of penitent before justin 
efore he is “in Christ,” is, that they are not even his inward habit ; and that they have 
inion. Faith unites to Christ; by it we derive “grace and peace from God the Dainer s 
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ApopTio) is the second concomitant of justification, and is a. large and comprehensive. 
Wantage 6g gm hacia teeing 
To suppose that the Apostles this term from the practice of the Greeks, Romans, and 
other selene who had the custom of adopting the children of others, and investing them with 
alll vileges of their natural offspring, is, probably, a refinement. It is much more likely, 
in w view the obvious fact, that our sins had deprived us of our sonship, the 
( , and our right to the inheritance of eternal life ; that we had. become strangers, 
d aliens, and enemies ; and that, upon our return to God, and reconciliation with him, our 
feited privileges were not only restored, but heightened through the paternal love of God. 
y could scarcely be forgetful of the affecting parable of the prodigal son; and it is under 
the same simple view, that St. Paul quotes from the Old Testament, “wherefore come out 
from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean thing, and I 
will receive you, and I willbe a Father unto you, and ye shall he my sons and daughters, 
saith the Lord Almighty.” jp bgt ia Paes gt ie 53 
_ Adoption, then, is that act by which we who were alienated, and enemies, and, disinherited, 
are made the sons of God, and heirs of his eternal glory. “If children then heirs, heirs of 
Ged and joint heirs with Christ ;” where it is to be remarked, that it is not in: our own right, 
nor ia right of any work done in us, or which we ourselves do, though it be an evangelical 
work, that we become heirs, but jointly with him, and in his right. ans 
_ Te this state belong freedom from a. servile spirit, we are not servants but sons; the special. . 
love and care of God our heavenly Father ; a filial confidence in him; free access to him at all © 
times and in all circumstances; the title to the heavenly inheritance; and the Spirit of adop- 
tion, or the witness of the Holy Spirit to our adoption, which is the foundation of all the 
comfort we can derive, from those privileges, as it is the only means by which we can Inow 
that they are ours. et Ps ; em 
‘The point stated last requires to be explained more largely, and the more so as it has often 
een derid led as enthusiastic, and often timidly explained away by those whose opinions are 
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‘The doctrine is, the inward witness or testimony of the Holy Spirit, to the adoption or 
sonship of believers, from which flows a comfortable persuasion or conviction of our present 
acceptance with God, and the hope of our future and eternal glory. es 

- ‘This is taught in several passages of Scripture. if f: 
Rom. viii, 15, 16, “For ye have not received the spirit of bondage again to fear, but. the 

Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry, Abba, Father, The Spirit itself beareth witness with our 

spirit that we are the children of God.” In this passage it is to be remarked, 1, That the gift 

of the Spirit spoken of, takes away “fear,” being opposed to the personified spirit of the law, 
or rather, perhaps, to the Holy Spirit in his convincing agency, called the spirit of bondage, 
producing “fear,” a servile dread of God as offended. 2. That the “Spirit of God” here 
mentioned, is not the personified spirit or genius of the Gospel, as some would have it, but 

“ the Spirit itself,” or himself, and hence called in the Galatians, in the text adduced below, 

“ The Spirit of his Son,” which cannot mean the genius of the Gospel. 3. That he inspires.a 

filial:confidence in God as our Father, which is opposed to “the fear” produced by the “spirit 

of bondage.” 4, That he produces this filial confidence, and enables us to call God our Father, 
y witnessing, bearing testimony with our spirit, “that we are the children of Gado? >. 
Gal. iv, 4, 5, 6, “But when the fulness of the time was come, God sent forth his Son, made 

of a woman, made under the law, to redeem them that were under the law, that we might 

receive the adoption of sons ; and because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his: 

Son into your hearts, crying Abba, Father.” wgilra 

Here, also, are to-be noted, 1. The means of our redemption from under (the curse of) 
the law, the incarnation and sufferings of Christ. 2. ‘That the adoption of sons follows upon 
our actual redemption from that curse, or, in other words, our pardon. 3. That upon our 
pardon, the “ Spirit of his Son” is “sent forth,” and that “into our hearts,” producing the same 
effect as that mentioned in the Epistle to the Romans, filial confidence in God,—“ crying, 

Abba, Father.” Po these are to be added all those passages so numerous in the New Testa- 

ment, which express the confidence and the joy of Christians; their friendship with God; 

their confident access to him as their God; their entire union, and delightful intercourse with 
nim-in spirit. : 

- This doctrine has been generally termed the doctrine of assurance, and, perhaps the 

expressions of St. Paul,—“the full assurance of faith,” and “the full assurance of hope,” 

may warrant the use of the word. But as there is a current and generally understood sense of 
this term among persons of the Calvinistic persuasion, implying, that the assurance of our 


present acceptance and sonship, is an assurance of our final perseverance, and of our inde- 


bag Son Jesus Christ,” and enjoy “the communion of the Holy Ghost ;” and this Spirit, . 
ss the sancti a given tous to “abide with us, and to be in us,” and then we walk 
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feisible title to heaven; the phrase, a comfortable persuasion, or conviction of our justification 


and adoption, arising"out of the Spirit’s inward and d 
this Ika Weert held as an indubitable doctrine of holy 
receive the doctrine of assurance in the sense held by 


irect testimony, Is to be preferred: for 
writ by Christians, who, by no means, 
the followers of Calvin. — ; 


‘There is, also, another reason for the sparing and cautious use of the term assurance, which 
is, that it seems to imply, though not coal; the absence of all doubt, and shuts out all 
those lower degrees of persuasion which may exist in the experience of Christians. For, as 

our faith may not at first, or at all times, be equally strong, the testimony of the Spirit a 
have its degrees of strength, and our persuasion or conviction be proportionately regulated, 
Yet, if faith be genuine, God respects its weaker exercises, and encourages its — by 


affording measures of comfort, and degrees of this testimony. Nevertheless, while this is_ 


allowed, the fulness of this attamment is to be pressed 


upon every one that believes, according 


to the word of God :—“Let us draw near,” says St. Paul to all Christians, “with full assurance 


’ of faith.” ‘ 


It may serve, also, to remove an objection sometimes made to the doctrine, and. to correct 


an error which sometimes» des the statement of 


it, to observe that this assurance, per- 


suasion, or conviction, whichever term be adopted, is not of the essence of justifying faith ; 
that is, that justifying faith does not consist in the assurance that I am now forgiven, through 
Christ: This would be obviously contradictory. For we must believe before we can 

justified ; much more before we can be assured, in any degree, that we are justified; and 


this persuasion, therefore, follows justification ; and is 


one of its results. We believe in order 


to justification ; but we cannot be persuaded of our forgiveness in order to it, for the persuasion 
vould be false. But though we must not only distinguish, but separate this persuasion of our 
} er see froth the faith which justifies, we must not separate but only distinguish it from 
__- justification itself. With that come as concomitants, regeneration, adoption, and as far as we 
*& a any information from Seripture, the “Spirit of adoption,” though, as in all other cases, 


in various degrees of operation. 
a On the subject of this testimony of the Holy Spirit, 


there are four opinions. =r 


The first is, that it is twofold; a direct testimony to, or “inward impression on ‘the soul, 
whereby the Spirit of God witnesses to my spirit that I am a child of God; that Christ hath 
loved me, and given himself for me, that I, even I, am reconciled to God ;” (4) and an indirect 
testimony, arising from the work of the Spirit in the heart and life, which St. Paul calls the 
testimony of our own spirits; for this is inferred from his expression, “And the Spirit itself 


beareth witness with our spirit,” &e. This testimony 


of our own spirit, or indirect testimon 


of the Holy Spirit by and through our own spirit, is considered as confirmatory of the first testi- 
mony, and is thus explained by the same writer. ‘ How am I assured, that I do not mistake the 
voice of the Spirit? even by the testimony ofmy own spirit, ‘ by the answer of a good conscience 
toward God:’ hereby you shall know that you are in no delusion, that you have not deceived 
our own soul. ‘The immediate fruits of the Spirit ruling in the heart, are love, joy, peace ; 
wels of mercies, humbleness of mind, meekness, gentleness, long suffering. And the out- 
ward fruits are, the domg good to all men, and a uniform obedience to all the commands of God.” 
The second opinion acknowledges, also, a twofold witness ; the witness of the Spirit, which ~ 
consists in the moral effects produced in him that believes, otherwise called the fruits of the 
Spirit ; and the witness of our own spirits, that is, the consciousness of possessing faith. 
is they call, ‘the reflex act of faith, by which a person, conscious of believing, reasons in 
this manner, I know that I believe in Christ, therefere I know that I shall obtain everlasting 


life.” (5.) 


The third opinion is, that there is but one witness, the Holy Spirit, acting concurrently 
with our own spirits. “'The Spirit of God produces those graces in us which are the evidence 
of our adoption ; it is he who, as occasion requires, illuminates our understandings and assists 
our memories in discovering and recollecting those ae of hope and comfort within 


ourselves. But God’s Spirit doth witness with, not wit 


out our spirits and understandings ; 


in making use of our reason in considering and reflecting upon those grounds of cornfort, which 


the Spirit of God hath wrought in us, and from them 


drawing this comfortable conclusion ta 


ourselves, that ‘we are the sons of God.” (6.) “With this notion is generally connected, that 


of the entire imperceptibility of the Spirit’s operations 
our own mind, “so that we could never have known, 


by Divine revelation, that our souls are moved by a Divine power, when we love God, and. 


keep his commandments.” (7) 


he following passage, from the Rev. Thomas Scott’s Comm 


as distinguished from the operations of 
unless it had been communicated to us 


entary agrees with Bishop 


Bull in making the witness of the Spirit mediate through our own Spirit; and differs chiefly 
in phraseology. It may be taken as the view of a great part of those called the evangelical 
clergy of the present day. “The Holy Spirit, by producing in believers the tempers and 


affections of children, as described in the Scriptures, 


into God’s family. This is not done by any voice, immediate revelation, or impulse, 


most manifestly attests their adoption 
or merely 


by any text brought to the mind, (for all these are equivocal and delusory,) but by coinciding 


(4) Wesley’s Sermons. (5) Dr. Hill's Lectures. (6) Bishop Bull. (7) Mant and D’Oyley’s 


umentary. 


with the testimony of their own consciences, as to their uprightness in embracing the Gospel, 
and giving themselves up to the service of God. So that, while they are examining them- 
selves as to the reality of their conversion, and find Scriptural evidence of it, the Holy Spirit, 
from time to time, shines upon his own work, excites their holy affections into lively exercise, 
renders them very efficacious upon their conduct, and thus puts the matter beyond doubt; for. 
while they feel the spirit of dutiful children toward God, they become satisfied concerning his 
paternal love to them.” - : oe 

A fourth opinion allows the direct witness of the Spirit, as stated above; but considers it 
only the special privilege of a few favoured persons ; of which notion it is a sufficient refuta- 
tion, that the Apostle, m the texts before quoted, speaks generally of believers, and restrains 
not the attamment frem any who seek it. He places it in this respect on the ground of all 
other blessings of the new covenant. t 

Of the four opinions just adduced, the first only appears to express the true sense of the 
word of God; but that the subject may be fully exhibited, we may observe, 1, That by all 
sober divines it is allowed, that some comfortable persuasion, or, at least, hope of the Divine 
favour, is attainable by true Christians, and is actually possessed by them, except under the 
influence of bodily infirmities, and in peculiar seasons of temptation, and that all true faith is, 
in some degree, (though to what extent they differ,) personal and appropriating. 

“The third part of repentance is faith, whereby we do apprehend and take hold upon.the 
promises of God, touching the free pardon and forgiveness of our sins; which promises are 
sealed up unto us, with the death and biood shedding of his Son Jesus Christ. For what 
should it avail and profit us to be sorry for our sins, to lament and bewail that we have offended 
our most bounteous and merciful Father, or to confess and acknowledge our offences and 
trespasses, though it be done never so earnestly, unless we do steadfastly believe, and be fully 
persuaded, that God, for his Son Jesus Christ’s sake, will forgive us all our sins, and put 
them out of remembrance and from his sight? Therefore, they that teach repentance without 
a lively faith in our Saviour Jesus Christ, do teach none other but Judas’s repentance.” (8 

“ Faith is not merely a speculative but a practical acknowledgment of Jesus as the Christ, 
—an effort and motion of the mind toward God; when the sinner, convinced of sin, accepts 
with thankfulness the proffered terms of pardon, and in humble confidence applying indivi- 
dually to himself, the benefit of the general atonement, in the elevated language of a venerable 
father of the church, drinks of the stream which flows from the Redeemer’s side. The effect 
is, that in a little, he is filled with that perfect love of God which casteth out fear,—he cleaves 
to God with the entire affection of the soul.” (9) 

“Tt is the property of saving faith, that it hath a force to appropriate, and make Christ our 
own. Without this, a general remote belief would have been cold comfort. ‘He loved me, 
and gave himself for me,’ saith St. Paul. What saith St. Chrysostom? ‘Did Christ die only 
ea St. Paul? No; non excludit, sed appropriat ;? he excludes not others, but he will secure 

imself.” (1 

2. By ri who admit, that upon previous contrition and faith in Christ, an act of justifica- 
tion takes place, by which we are reconciled to God, and adopted into his family, a doctrine 
which has been Scripturally established; it must also be admitted, that this act of mercy on 
the part of God, is entirely kept secret from us, or that, by some means, it is made knowable 
by us. If the former, there is no remedy at all for doubt, and fear, and tormenting anticipa- 
tion, which must be great, in proportion as our repentance is deep and genuine; and so there 
can be no comfort, no freedom, no cheerfulness of spirit in religion, which contradicts the 
sentiments of all churches and all their leading theologians. "What is still more important, it 
contradicts the Scriptures. 

To all true believers, the Almighty is represented as the God of peace and consolation ;” 
as “a Father ;” as “dwelling in them, and walking in them.” Nay, there is a marked dis- 
tinction between the assurances of grace and favour made to penitents, and to believers. ‘The 
declarations as to the former are highly consolatory; but they constantly refer to some future 
good designed for them by the God before whom they humble themselves, for the encourage- 
ment of their seeking prayers, and their efforts of trust. “To that man will I look, (a Hebraism 
for showing favour,) saith the Lord, who is poor, and of a contrite spirit.” The “weary and 
heavy laden” are invited to Christ, that he may “give rest unto their souls.” The Apostles 
exhorted men to repent and be baptized, in order to the remission of sins, But to all who, in 
the Christian sense, are believers, or who have the faith by which we are justified, the language 
is much higher. ‘We have peace with God.” “We joy in God, by whom we have received 
the atonement.” They are exhorted “ to rejoice in the Lord always.” “The spirit of bondage” 
is exchanged for “the Spirit of adoption.” They are “ Christ’s.” They are “ children, heirs 
of God, and joint heirs with Christ.” They “rejoice in hope of the glory of God.” They are 
“always confident, knowing, that while at home in the body, they are absent from the Lord, 
but that when absent from the body, they shall be present with the Lord.” 

3. If then we come to know that this great act of forgiveness has taken place in our favour ; 
that it is vouchsafed to us in particular, and know this with that degree of conviction, which 
lays a sufficient ground of comfort and joy, the simple question is, by what means the knows 


(8) Homily on Repentance. (9) Bishop Horsley. (1) Bishop Brownrigg. 
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wt wad gana te us? The general promise of pardon alone is, in all the schemes 
just stated, acknowl ~ : e 

pended upon conditions, they all profess to explain the means by which we may conclude 
that we are actually ———— interested in the benefit of the general promise, the con- 
ditions being on our part person y fulfilled. The first opinion attributes this to a double 
testimony, a direct one of the Holy Spirit to our minds, and an indirect one of the same Spirit, 
through our own ds, and founded upon his moral work in them: or, what is the sametthing, 
the testimony of our own spirit. This twofold testimony we think clearly established by the 
texts above quoted. For the first, “the Spirit itself,” and the “Spirit of his Son,” is mani- 
festly the Spirit of God: his office is to eens and the a ee of the testimony is. to 
declare that we are the sons of God. en also the Apostle in Romans vil, 16, says that 
this Spirit bears witness “with” our spirit, he makes our own minds witnesses with him to the 
same fact, though in a different manner. For though some writers will have the compound 
to be used here for the simple form of the verb, and render it “ to witness to our spirit ;” and 
instances of this use of the compound verb do occur in the New Testament; yet it agrees both 
with the literal rendering of the word, and with other passages, to conjoin this testimony of 
the Holy Spirit with those confirmatory proofs of our adoption which arise from his work 
within us, and which may, upon examination of our state, be called the testimony of our own 
mind or conscience. To this testimony the Apostle Paul refers in the same chapter, * They 
that are after the Spirit, (do ee the things of the Spirit.” “ But ye are not after the flesh, 
but after the Spirit, ifso be that the Spirit of Christ dwell in you; now if any man have not 
the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his; for as many as are led by the Spirit of God, they are 
the sons of God.” _ And again, in Galatians, “But if ye be led of the Spirit, ye are not under 
the law.” “ But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy,” &e. 


4. Two witnesses, and a twofold testimony is then sufficiently established; but the main 


consideration is, whether the Holy Spirit gives his testimony directly to the mind, by im 
sion, suggestion, or by whatever other term it may be called, or mediately by our own spirits, 
in some such way as 1s described by Bishop Bull in the extract above given; by “illuminating 
eur understandings and assisting our memories in dise ¢ and ecting those arguments 
of hope and comfort within ourselves,” which arise from “the graces which he has produced 
in us;” or, as it is expressed by Mr. Scott, by “shining upon his own work, exciting their 
affections into lively exercise, rendering them very efficacious upon their conduct,” and “thus 
puts the matter beyond doubt, for while they feel the spirit of dutiful children toward God, 
they become satisfied concerning his paternal love to.them.” 

Yo this statement of the doctrine we object, that it makes the testimony of the Holy Spirit in 
point of fact but the testimony of our own spirit; and by holding but one witness contradicts 
St. Paul, who, as we have seen, holds fwo. For the testimony is that of our own consciousness 


of certain moral changes which have taken place; no other is admitted ; and therefore it is but - 


one testimony. Nor is the Holy Spirit brought in at all, except to qualify our own spirit to 
give witness by assisting its “discernment and memory,” according to Bishop Bull, and by 
“shining upon his own work,” according to Mr. Scott; and so there is but one witness, and 
that ourselves: for though another may assist a witness to prepare and arrange his evidence, 
there is still but one deposition, and but one deposer. This is made still stronger since it is 
supposed by both these writers, that there'is no impression or revelation from the Spirit of the 
fact of our adoption, and that he does not in any way which we may distinguish from the 
operation of our own minds, assist us to yah this €vidence ; for if this assistance, or shining 
upon his own work, could be ascertained to be from him distinctly, and with intention to assure 
us from these moral changes that we are adopted into the family of God, then an immediate 
collateral impression or revelation would be. supposed, which both reject. It follows therefore, 
that we have no other ground to conclude those “ graces and virtues” which we discern in our- 
selves to be the work of the Spirit, than the general one, that all good in man is of his produe- 
tion, and our repentance and contrition might as well, on this general ground, be.conéluded to 
be the evidence of pardon, although they arise from our consciousness of guilt, and our need of 
pardon. The argument of this opinion, simply and in fact, is, that thé Holy Spirit works’ 
moral changes in the heart, and that these are the evidence of our sonship. It goes not beyond 
this; the Holy Spirit is not excluded by this opinion as the source of good in man, he is not 
excluded as pairing our minds to adduce evidence as to certain changes being wrought within 
us; but he is excluded as a witness, although he is said so explicitly by the Apostle to give 
witness to the fact, not of a moral change, but of our adoption. , 

5. But farther, suppose our minds to be so assisted by the Holy Spirit as to discern the reality 
of his work in us; and in an investigation, whether we are or are not accepted of God, par 
doned by his mercy, and adopted into his family, we depose this.as the evidence of it; to what 
degree must this work of the Spirit in us have advanced before it ean be evidence of this fact2 
We have seen that it were absurd to allege conttition, and penitence, and fear, as the proois 
of our pardon, since they suppose, that we are still under condemnation; what farther work 
of the Spirit, then, is the proof? The reply to this usually is, that though repentance should 
not be evidence of pardon, yet, when faith is added, this becomes evidence, since God has 
—s in his word, that we are “justified by faith,’ and “whosoever believeth shall 

saved,” . 


to be insufficient for this purpose; for since that promise is sus- 
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To this we reply, that though we should become conscious of both repentance and fuahglbiahior 
by “a reflex act of our own minds,” or by the assistance of the Spirit “shining upon his own 
work,” this would be no evidence of our forgiveness; our spirit would, in that case, witness 
the fact of our repenting and believing, but that would be ho witness to the fact of our adop-« 
tion. Justification is an act of God; it is secret and invisible ; it passes in his own mind; it 
is declared by no outward sign; and no one can know, except the Holy Spirit, who knows the 
mind of Ged, whether we are pardoned.or not, unless it had been stated in his word, that in 
every case pardon is dispensed when repentance and faith have reached some definite degree, 
clearly pointed out, so that we cannot fail to ascertain that they have reached that degree; and, 
also, unless we were expressly authorized to be ourselves the judges of this ease, and confident 
and comfortably to conclude our justification. For it is not enough that we have faith. Faith, 
both as assent and confidence has every possible degree; it is capable of mixture with doubt, 
and self-dependence; nor without some definite and particular characters being assigned to 
justifying faith, could we ever, with any confidence,conclude as to our own. But we have no 
such particular description of faith; nor are we authorized, any where, to make ourselves the 
judges of the fact, whether the act of pardon, as to us, has passed the mind of God. The 
Apostle, in the passages quoted above, has assigned that office to the Holy Spirit; but itis in 
no part of Scripture appointed to us. ‘ 

If, then, we have no authority from God to conclude, that we are pardoned when faith, in 
an uncertain degree, is added to repentance, the whole becomes a matter of inference ; and we 
argue, that having “repentance and faith,” we are forgiven; in other words, that these are the 
sufficient evidences of pardon. But repentance and faith are exercised IN oRDER to pardon; 
that must, therefore, be subsequent to both, and they cannot, for that reason, be the evidence 
of it, or the evidence of pardon might be enjoyed before pardon is actually received, which is 
absurd. But it has been said, “that we have the testimony of God in his word, that when 
repentance and faith exist, God has infallibly connected pardon with them from the moment 
they are perceived to exist, and so it may be surely inferred from them.” ‘The answer is, that 
we have no such testimony. We have, through the mercy of God, the promise of pardon to 
ail who repent and believe ; but repentance is not pardon, and faith is not pardon, but they are 
its prerequisites; each is a sine qué non, but surely not the pardon itself, nor, as we have just 
seen, can either be considered the evidence of pardon, without an absurdity. They are means 
to that end; but nothing more: and though God has “‘infallibly connected” the blessing of 
pardon with repentance and faith, he has not connected it with any kind of repentance, nor 
with any kind of faith; nor with every degree of repentance, nor with every degree of faith. How 
then shall we ever know, whetiier our repentance and faith are accepted unless pardon actually 
follow them? And as this pardon cannot be attested by them, for the reason above given, and 
must, therefore, have an attestation of higher authority, and of a distinct kind, the only attest- 
ation conceivable which remains, is the direct witness of the Holy Spirit.. Either this must 
be acknowledged, or a painful uncertainty as to the genuineness or the required measure and 
degree of our repentance and faith, quite destructive of “comfort,” must remain throughout life. 

6. But if neither our repentance, nor even a consciousness of faith, when joined with it, can 
be the evidence of the fact of our adoption: it has been urged, that when all those graces, which 
are called the fruits of the Spirit, are found in our experience, they, at least, must be sufficient 
evidence of the fact, without supposing a more. direct testimony of the Holy Spirit. The 
“fruits” thus referred to, are those enumerated by St. Paul in his Epistle.to the Galatians. 
“*But the fruit of the Spirit, is love, joy, peace, long suffering, gentleness, goodness,” &c. Two 
things will here’be granted, and they greatly strengthen the argument for a direct testimony 
of the Holy Spirit :—that these fruits are found only ia those who have been received, by the 
vemission of their sins, into the Divine favour; and that they are fruits of the Spirit of adop- 
tion, The first is proved from the connection of the-words which follow: “ And they that are 
Curist’s have crucified the flesh,” &c. For to be ‘‘Christ’s,” and to be “in Christ,” are 
phrases, with the Apostle, equivalent to being in a state of justification: —“ There is no con- 
demnation to them that are in Christ Jesus.” The second is proved by the connection of the 
‘vords with verse 18, “But if ye be led by the Spirit, ye are not under the law,” for these words 
are exactly parallel to chap. iv, 5, 6, “To redeem them that were under the law, that we might 
receive the adoption of sons; and because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his 
Son into your hearts, crying, Abba, Father.” These are, then, the fruits following upon a state 
of pardon, adoption, and our receiving the Spirit of adoption. We allow that they presuppose 
pardon ; but then they as clearly presuppose the Spirit of adoption, “sent forth into our hearts, 
erying, Abba, Father ;” that is, they not only presuppose our pardon, but pardon previously 
attested and made known to us; the persuasion of which conveyed to the mind, not by them, 
but by the Spirit of adoption, is the foundation of them; at least, of that “love, joy, and peace,” 
which are mentioned first, and must not be’separated, in the argument, from the other. Nor 
can these “fruits” result from any thing but manifested pardon; they cannot themselves 
manifest our pardon, for they cannot exist till itis manifested. If we “love God,” it is because 
we know him as God reconciled; if we have “joy in God,” it is because “we have received 
the reconciliation ;” if we have peace, it is because “being justified by faith, we have peace 
with God; through our Lord Jesus Christ.” God, conceived of as angry, cannot be the object 
of filial love; pardon unfelt, supposes guilt and fear still to burden the mind, and guilt and 


ee — 2 F 


460 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. [PART 


» and “peace” cannot exist. But by the argument of those who make these the media of 
ing the fact of our forgiveness and adoption, we must be supposed to love God, while 
we feel him to be angry with us; to rejoice and have peace, while the fearful apprehen- 
sions of the consequences of unremitted sin are not removed ; and if this is impossible, then the 
ground of our love, and joy, and peace, is pardon revealed and witnessed, directly and imme- 
diately by the Spirit of adoption. - in 

It has been said, indeed, that love to God may be produced from a consideration of God’s 


‘general love to mankind in his Son, and that, therefore, the force of the above argument is 


broken; but we reply, that, in Scripture, Christians are spoken of as “reconciled to God ;” 
as “translated into the kingdom of his dear Son;” as “children,” “heirs,” &c; and, corres- 
pondently with these relations, their love is spoken of as love to God as their Father,—love to 
God as their God.in covenant, who calls himself “their God,” and them “his people.” This 
is the love of God exhibited in the New Testament; and the question is, whether such a love 
of God as this. can spring from a knowledge of his ‘‘ general love to man,” or whether it arises, 
under the Spirit’s influence, from a persuasion of his pardoning love to us “individually.” 'To 
clear this, we may divide those who hear the Gospel, or Christians by profession, into the 
following classes:—the carnal and careless ;—the despairing ;—the-penitent, who seek God 
with hope as well as desire, now discouraged by their fears, and sunk under their load of con- 
scious:euilt, and again encouraged by a degree of hope ;—and, lastly, those who are “justified 
by faith, and have peace with God.” The first-class know God’s “general love to man ;” 
but it will not be pleaded that they love him.—The second know the ‘‘ general love of God to 
man” but, thinking themselves exceptions from his mercy, cannot love him on that account. 
—The third admit the same “general love of God to man,” and it is the foundation of their 
hope; but does this produce love? The view of his mercy in the gift of his Son, and in the 
general promise, may produce a degree of this emotion, or perhaps more properly of gratitude 5 
but do they love his justice, under the condemnation of which they feel themselves, and his 
holiness, the awful purity of-which makes them afraid? If not, they do not love God as God ; 
that is, as a whole, in all his perfections, the awful as well as the attractive, the alarming as 
well as the encouraging; which is, doubtless, the character of the love of those who are justified 
by faith. But, leaving this nicer distinction, the main question is, do they love him as a 
Father, as their Gop in covenant; with the love which leads up the affections of “ peace and 
joy,” as well as “ geritleness, goodness, and fidelity ?”—for in this company, so to speak, the 
Apostle places this grace, where it is a “fruit of the Spirit,"—“ The Spirit which they that — 
believed on him should receive.” This is impossible ; for these seeking, though hoping penitents, — 
do not regard God as their Father in that special sense in which the word is correlative “to 
children and heirs ;”—they do not regard him as their God in that covenant which’ says, “I 
will be merciful to their unrighteousness, and their sins and inquities I will remember no more ; 
and I will be to them a God, and they shall be to me a people.” _ This is what they seek, but 
have not found; and they cannot love God under relations in which they know, and painfull 
feel, that he does not yet stand tothem. They know his “general love to man,” but not his 
ardoning love to them; and therefore cannot love him as reconciled to them by the death of 
is Son. It follows, therefore, that the last class only, the “justified by faith,” bear that love 
to God, which is marked by the characters impressed upon it by the-Apostles. He is their 
Father, and they love him as his children: he is their God in covenant; and, as they can, in 
this appropriating sense, call him their God, they love him correspondently, though not adequately. 
Their love, therefore, rests upon their persuasion of their personal and individual interest in 
his pardoning, adopting, and covenant fulfilling mercy to them; and where these benefits are 
not an enjoyed, this kind of love to God cannot exist. This, then, we think sufficiently 
establishes the fact, that the Scriptures of the New Testament, when speaking of the love of 
believers to God, always suppose that it arises from a persuasion of God’s special love to 
them as individuals, and not merely from a knowledge of his “general love” to mankind. 
Others there are who, in adverting to these fruits of the Spirit, overlook “love, joy, and 
peace,” and fix their attention only on “gentleness, goodness, meekness, fidelity, and tem- 
perance,” as those graces which make up our practical holiness, and thus argue justification 
from regeneration, which is an unquestionable concomitant of it. The reply to this is, that 
the fruit of the Spirit is undivided ; that all attempts’at separating it is, therefore criminal, and 
delusive ; and that where there is not “ love, joy, and peace,” we have no Scriptural reason to 
conclude that there is that gentleness, that goodness, that meekness, &c, of which the Apostle 
speaks, or, in other words, that there is that state of regeneration which the Scriptures describe ; 
at least not ordinarily, for we leave seasons of deep spiritual exercise, and cases of physical 
depression, to be treated according to their merits. Thus this argument falls to the ground, 
But the same conclusion is reached in another way. Persons of this opinion would infer 
forgiveness from holiness; but holiness consists in habits and acts of which love to God is the 
principle, for we first “love God,” and then “keep his commandments.” Holiness then is 
receded by love as its root, and that, as we have seen, by manifested pardon. For this love 
1s the love of a pardoned sinner to God as a Father, as a God in actual covenant, offered on 
one part, and accepted on the other; and it exists before holiness, as the principle exists before 
the act and the habit. In the process then of inferring our justified state from moral changes, 
if we find what we think holiness without love, it is the holiness of a Pharisee without prin- 
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ciple. If we join to it the love which is supposed to be capable of springing from God's ger 


love to man, this is‘a principle of which Scripture takes no cognizance, and which at best, if 


it exist at all, must be a very mixed and defective sentiment, and cannot originate a hol: 
like that which distinguishes the “new creature.” It is not, therefore, a warrantable evidence 
of either regeneration or justification. But if we find love to God as a God reconciled; as a 
Father; as a God who “loves us ;” it is plain-that; as this love is the root of holiness, it 
precedes it: and we must consider God under these lovely relations on some other evidence 
pe “the testimony of our own spirits,” which evidence can be no other than that of the Spirit 
of God. s : ; 

Thus it is established, that the witness of ‘the Spirit is direct and not mediate ;, and the 
following extracts will show that this is no new or unsanctioned doctrine. ‘ Luther “was 
strengthened by the discourse of an old Augustine Monk, concerning the certainty we may 
have that our sins are forgiven. God likewise gave him inuch comfort in his temptations, by 
that saying of St. Bernard, ‘It is necessary~ to believe, first of all, that you cannot have 
forgiveness but by the mercy of God; and next, that through his mercy thy sins are for- 
given thee?” This is the witness which the Holy Spirit bears in thy heart, ‘Thy sins are 
eas. thee? And thus it is, that according to the Apostle, a man is justified freely through 
faith.” (2) ~ oy - A 

“Tn be 88th Psalm is contained the prayer of one, who, although he felt in himself that he 
had not only man, but also God angry toward him; yet he by prayer humbly resorted unto 
God, as the only port of consolation ; and, in the midst of his desperate state of trouble, put 
the hope of his salvation in him whom he felt his enemy. Howbeit, no man of himself can 
do this, but the Spirit of God that striketh man’s heart with fear, prayeth for the man stricken 
and feared, with unspeakable groanings. And when you feel yourself, and know any other 
oppressed after such sort, be glad; for after that God hath made you know what you be of 
yourself, he will doubtless show you comfort, and declare unto you what you be in Christ his only 
oe ; and use prayer often, for that is the means whereby God will be sought unto for his 

ifts.” (3 

S “Tt is es proper effect of the blood of Christ to cleanse our consciences from dead works 
to serve the living God; which, if we find it doth, Christ is come to us ashe is to come; and 
the Spirit is come, and puts his teste, (witness.) And if we have his teste, wemay go our way 
in peace; we have kept a right feast to him, and to the memory of his coming. Even so 
come, Lord Jesus, and come, O blessed Spirit, and bear witness to our spirit that Christ’s water, 
and his blood, we have our part in both; both in the fountain opened for sin and uncleanness, 
ae in the blood of the New Testament, the legacy whereof is everlasting life in thy kingdom 
of glory.” (4) - } 

eThe Spit which God hath given us to assure us that we are the sons of God, to enable 
us to call upon him as our Father.” (5) ; 

“Unto you, because ye are sons, God has sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, 
to the end ye might know that Christ hath built you upon a rock immovable, that he hath 
registered your names in the Book of Life.” (6) 2 

“From adoption flows all Christians’ joy, for the Spirit of adoption is, first a witness, Rom. 
viii, 16; second, a seal, Eph. iv, 30; third, the pledge and earnest of our inheritance, Eph. 
i, 14, setting a holy security on the soul, whereby it rejoiceth even in affliction, in hope of 
elory.” (7 2 ‘ ; 
. “This ? one great office of the Holy Ghost, to ratify and seal up to us the forgiveness 
of our sins. ‘In whom, after ye believed, ye were sealed with that Holy Spirit of promise,’ ” 
&e. (8 

is the office of the Holy Ghost to assure us of the adoption of sons, to create inusa 
sense of the paternal love of God toward us, to give us an earnest of our everlasting inherit- 
ance. The love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost, which is given unto us. 
For as many as are led by the Spirit of God are the sons of God. And because we are sons, God 
hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into our hearts, erying, Abba, Father. For we have not received 
ihe Spirit of bondage again to fear; but we have received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry, 
Abba, Father. The Spirit itself beareth witness with our spirit, that we are the children of God. 
As, therefore, we are born again by the Spirit, and receive from him: our regeneration, so we 
are also assured by the same Spirit of our adoption ; and because being sons, we are also heirs, 
heirs of God, and joint heirs with Christ, by the same Spirit we have the pledge, or rather the 
earnest of our inheritance. For he which establisheth us in Christ, and hath anointed us in God, 
who hath also sealed us, and hath given us the earnest of his Spirit in our hearts; so that we are 
sealed with that Holy Spirit of promise, which is the earnest of our inheritance until the redemption 
of the purchased possession.” (9) 

“This is that mvevpa wo0eccas, that Spirit of adoption which constituteth u 
qualifying us so to be by ‘dispositions resembling God, and filial affections t 


th us the sons of God, 
oward him ; 


(2) Life of Martin Luther, by John Daniel Hersmchmid. (3) Bishop Hooper. See Fox’s Acts and 
Monuments. (4) Bishop Andrews Sermon of the sending of the Holy Ghost. (5) Hooker. Sermon 
of Certainty of Faith, 6) Hooker. Sermon on Jude. (7) Archbishop Usher. Sum and Substance of 


Christian Religion. (8) Bishop Brownrigg’s Sermon on Whitsunday. < (9) Bishop Pearson on the Creed. 


. 
: 
| 
| 


4 e ee, ae = 


? 
462 THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. [PART 


Srsifsing ies that we are so, and causing us, by a free instinct, to cry, Abba, Father ; running into 
his bosom of love, atid flying under the wings of his mercy in all our needs and distresses ; 
whence, as many-as are led by the Spirit, they (saith Paul) are the sons of God, and the Spirit 
itself beareth witness with our spirits that we are the children of God.” (1) Pai 

The second testimony is, that of our own spirits, “and is a consciousness of our having 
received in and by the Spirit of adoption, the tempers mentioned in the word of God, as 
belonging to his adopted children; that we are inwardly conformed by the Spirit of God, to 
the image of his Son, and that we walk before him in justice, mercy,.and truth, doing the 
things, which are pleasing in his sight.” (2) But this testimony, let it be observed, is not the 
fact of our adoption directly, but to the fact that we have, in truth, received the Spirit. of 
adoption, and that we are under no delusive impressions. This will enable us to answer a 
common objection to the doctrine of the Spirit’s direct witness. This is, that when the 
evidence of a first witness must-be supported by that of a second, before it.can be fully relied 
on, it appears to be by no means of a “decisive and satisfactory character; and that it might 
be as well to have recourse at once to the evidence, which after all, seems to sustain the main 
weight of the cause.” The answer to this is not difficult: if-it were, it would weigh nothing 


against an express text of Scripture, which speaks .of the witness of the Holy Spirit and the © 
Witness of our own spirits. Both must, therefore, be concluded necessary, though we should — 


not see their concomitancy and mutual relation. The case is not, however, involved in entire 
obscurity. Our own spirits can take no cognizance of the-mind of God, as to our actual 
pardon, and can bear no witness to that fact. , The Holy Spirit only, who knows the mind of 
God, can be this witness; and if the fact, that God is reconciled to us, can only be known to 
him, by him only can it be attested to us. It cannot, therefore, be “as well for us to have 
recourse at once to the evidence of our own spirits ;” because, as to this fact, our own spirits 
have no evidence to give. They cannot give direct evidence of it; for we know not what 
passes in the mind of the invisible God: they cannot give indirect evidence of the fact; for no 
moral changes, of which our spirits can ‘be conscious, have been stated in Scripture as the 
proofs of our pardon; they prove that there is a work of God in our hearts, but they are not 
proofs of our actual forgiveness. Our own spirits are competent, witnesses that such moral 
effects have been produced in our hearts and. character, as it is the office of the Holy Spirit to 
produce ; they prove, therefore, the reality of the presence of the Holy Spirit with us, and in 
us. . That competent and infallible witness, has borne his testimony that God is become our 
Father; he-has shed abroad his holy comfort, the comfort which arises from the sense of 
pardon,—and his moral operation within us, accompanying, or immediately following ‘uposi 
this, making us new creatures in Christ Jesus, is the proof that we are in no delusion as to 
the witness who gives this testimony being, in truth, the Spirit of God. 

Of the four opinions:on this subject entertained by divines, the first alone is fully conforma- 
ble to the Scriptures, and ought, therefore, to be believed and taught. The second opinion is 
refuted in our examination of the third; for what is called: the reflex act of faith,” is only a 
consciousness of believing, which we have shown must be exercised in order to pardon, but 
cannot be an evidence of it. The third opinion has been examined in all its parts, except the. 
reference to “voices and impulses,” in the quotation from Scott’s Commentary, which appears 
to have been thrown in ad captandum. To this we may reply, that however the fact of his 
adoption is revealed to man by the Holy Spirit, it is done by his influence and inexplicable 
operation, producing clear satisfaction and conviction, that God is reconciled; that “our 
iniquities are forgiven, and our sins covered.” The fourth opinion was refuted when first 
stated. 


CHAPTER XXY. 


ExrEent-oF THE ATONEMENT. 


WE have already spoken of some of the leading blessings derived to man from the death of 
Christ, and the conditions on which they are made attainable. Before the remainder are 
adduced, it may be here a proper place to inquire into the extent of that atonement for sin 
made by the death of our Saviour, and whether the blessings of justification, regeneration, and 
adoption, are rendered attainable by all to whom the Gospel is proclaimed. 

This inquiry leads us into what is called the Calvinistic controversy ; a controversy which 
has always been conducted with great ‘ardour, and sometimes with intemperance. I shalk 
endeavour to consider such parts of it as are comprehended in the question before us, with 
perfect calmness and fairness; recollecting, on the one hand, how marty excellent and learned 
men have been arranged on each side; and, on the other, that while all honour is due to great 
names, the plain and unsophisticated sense of the Word of inspired Truth must-alone decide 
on a subject with respect to which it is not silent. ’ 

t 


(1) Dr, Isaac Barrow’s Sermon on the Gift of the Holy Ghost. % (2) Wesley’s Sermons, v 
wh 
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Tn the system*usually called by the name of Calvinism, and which shall subsequently be 
exhibited in its different modifications, there are, I think, many great errors; but they have 
seldom been held except in connection with a class of vital truths. By many writers who have 
attacked this system, the truth which it contains, ‘as well as the error, has often been invaded; 
and the assault itself has been. not unfrequently conducted on principles exceedingly anti- 
scriptural, and fatally delusive. These considerations are sufficient to inspire caution. The 
controversy is a very voluminous one; and yet no great dexterity is required to exhibit it with 
clearness in a comparatively small compass. Its essence lies in very limited bounds; and, 
according to the plan of this work, the whole question will-be tested, first and chiefly, by 
Scriptural authority. High Calvinism, indeed, affects the mode of reasoning @ priori, and 
delights in metaphysics. To some also it gives most delight to see it opposed on the same 
ground ; and to such disputants it will be much less imposing to resort primarily, and with all 
simplicity, to the testimony of the Sacred Writings. “It is sometimes complained,” says 
one, “that the mind is unduly biassed in its judgment, by a continual reference to the 
authority of the Scriptures. The complaint is just, if the Scriptures are not the Word of 
God: but if they are, there is an opposite and corresponding danger to be guarded against, 
that of suffering the mind to be unduly biassed in the study and interpretation of the revealed 
will of God, by the deductions of unaided reason.” (1) 

With respect to the controversy, we may also observe, that it forms a clear case of appeal 
to the Scriptures: for to whom the benefits of Christ’s death are extended, whether to the 
whole of our race, or to a part, can be matter of revelation only; and the sole province of 
reason is that of interpreting, with fairness, and consistently with the acknowledged principles 
of that revelation, those parts of it in which the subject is directly or incidentally introduced. 

The question before us, put into its most simple form, is, whether our Lord Jesus Christ did 
so die for all men, as to make salvation attainable by all men; and the affirmative of this 
question is, we think, the doctrine of Scripture. : : : 

We assume that this is plainly expressed, 3 

1. In all those passages which declare that Christ died “for all men,” and speak of his death 
as an atonement for the sins “ of the whole world.” . 

We have already seen, in treating of our Lord’s atonement, in what sense the phrase, to 
die “for us,” must be understood; that it signifies to die in the place.and stead of man, asa 
sacrificial oblation, by which satisfaction is made for the sins of the individual, so that the 
become remissible upon the terms of the evangelical covenant. “When, therefere, it is a 


j 


that Christ “by the grace of Gon tasted death for every man ;” and that “ he is the propitiation. 


for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the whole world ;” it can only, we 
think, be fairly concluded from such declarations, and from many other familiar texts, in which 
the same phraseology is employed, that; ‘by the death of Christ, the sins of every man are 
rendered remissible, and that salvation is consequently attainable by every man. Again, our 
Lord calls himself “the Saviour of the world ;” and is, by St. Paul, called “ theSaviour of all men.” 
John the Baptist points him out as “the Lamb of Gop which taketh away the sin of the world ;” 
and our Lord himself declares, “God so loved the world, that he gave his only-begotten Son, that 
whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life: for Gop sent not his 
Son into the world to condemn the world ; but that the world through him might be saved.” So, 
also the Apostle Paul, “Gop was in Christ, reconciling the world unto himself, not imputing 
their trespasses unto them.” 

2. In those passages which attribute an equal extent to the effects of the death of Christ as 
to the effects of the fall of our first parents. “For if through the offence of one many be dead, 
much more the grace of God, and the gift by grace, which is by one man, Jesus Christ, hath 
abounded unto many.” “Therefore, as by the offence of one judgment came upon all men to 
condemnation; even so by the righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men unto 
justification of life.” (2) 

As the unlimited extent of Christ’s atonement to all mankind, is plainly expressed in the 
avove cited passages, so is it, we also assume, necessarily implied, ; 

i. In those which declare that Christ died not only for those that are saved, but for those 


_ (1) Dr. Whiteley’s Essays, - 

(2) To these might be added, all those passages which ascribe the abolition of bodily death, to Christ, who, 
ia this respect, repairs the effect of the transgression of Adam, which he could only do in consequence of 
having redeemed that body from the power of the grave. This argument may be thus stated. It is taught 
in Scripture, that all shall rise from the dead. It is equally clear from the same authority, that all shall rise 
in consequence of the interposition of Christ, the second Adam, the representative and Redeemer of man—‘“as 
in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive.” It follows, therefore, that if the wicked are 
vaised from the dead, it is in consequence of the power which Christ, asRedeemer, acquired over them, and 
of his right inthem. That this resurrection isto thema curse, was not in the purpose of God, but arises from 
their wilful rejection of the Gospel. ‘To be restored to life is in itself a good; that it is turned to an evil ig 
their own fault; and if Sey are not raised from the dead in consequence of Christ’s right in them, acquired 
by purchase, it behooves those of a different opinion to show under what other constitution than that of the 

ospel, a resurrection of the body is provided for.’ The original law contains no intimation of this, nor of a 
genera] judgment, which latter supposes a suspension of the sentence inconsistent with the strictly leg 
penalty, “in the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die,” 


_ chap. vi, of the same Epis 
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who do, or may perish; so that it cannot be argued, from the actual condemnation of men, 
that they were excepted from many actual, and from all the offered, benefits of his death. 
“ And through thy knowledge shall thy weak brother perish, for whom Christ died.” “‘ Destroy 
not him mie thy meat, for whom Christ died.” ~ “False teachers, who privily shall bring in 
damnable heresies, even denying the Lord that bought them, and br upon themselves swift 

uction.” So also in the case of the apostates mentioned in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
“Of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall he be thought worthy, who hath trodden 
under foot the Son of God, and hath counted the blood of the covenant, wherewith he was 


an unholy thing, and hath done despite unto the Spirit of grace?” » If any dispute-— 


shi arise as to the phrase, “ wherewith he was sanctified,” reference may be made to 
ie ooveon the same class of persons, whose doom is pronounced to 

‘be inevitable, are said to have been “once enlightened ;” to have “ tasted of the heavenly 
gifts” to have been “made partakers of the Holy Ghost ;* to have “tasted the good-word of 
top,” and “the powers of the world to come:” all which expressions show that they were 
placed on the same ground with other Christians as to their interest in the new covenant,—a 


*. 


point to which we shall again recur, 2 Oa a 

_ 2. In all those passages which make it the duty of men to believe the Gospel; an ce 
them under guilt, and the penalty of death, for rajccling, it. ‘He that believeth on n 
hath everlasting life: and he that believeth not the Son.shall not see life ; but the wrath of God 
abideth on him.” ~ “But these are written, that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the 
Son of God ; and that believing ye might have life through his name.” “ He that believeth 
not is condemned already, because he hath not believed in the name of the only-begotten Son 
of God.” “And he said unto them, Go ye into all the world, and preach the Gospel to every 
creature. He that believeth and is baptized, shall be saved; but he that believeth not, shail 
be damned.” “ How shall we escape if we neglect so great salvation?” “The Lord Jesus 
shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, in flaming fire, taking vengeance on 
them that know not God, and that obey not the Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ.” The plain 
argument from all such passages is, that the Gospel 1s commanded to be preached to all men ; 
that it is preached to them that’ they may believe in Christ, its Author; that this faith is 
required of them, in order to their salvation,—‘ that believing ye may have life through his 


name ;” that they have power thus to believe to their salvation ; (from whatever source, orby _ 
whatever means this power is derived to them, need not now be examined: it is plainly — 
seppored for not to believe, is reckoned to them as a capital crime, for which they are con- — 


demned 


eady, and reserved to final condemnation ;) and that having power to believe, they — 


have the power to obtain salvation, which, as it can be bestowed only through the merits of — 


Christ’s sacrifice, proves that it extends to them. The same conclusion, also, follows from | 
the nature of that faith, which is required by the Gospel, in order to salvation. This, we have — 


already seen, is not mere assent to the doctrine of Christ’s sacrificial death, but personal trust _ 
in it as our atonement; which those, surely, could not be required by a God of truth to — 
exercise, if that atonement did not embrace them. Nor could they be guilty for refusing to — 


trust in that which was never intended to be the object of their trust’; for if God so designed 
to exclude them from Christ, he could not command them to trust in Christ; and if they are 
not commanded thus to trust in Christ, they do not Violate any command by not believing ; 
and, in this respect, are innocent. ; : - : 

3. In all those passages in which men’s failure to obtain salvation is placed to the account 


of their own opposing wills, and made wholly their own fault.. “How often would I have 
gathered thy children together, even asa hen gathereth her chickens under her wings, and ye — 
would not “And ye will not come to me that ye may have life.’ “Bringing upon themselves — 
swift destruction.” “ Whosoever will, let him take of the water of life freely.” It is useless _ 
here to multiply quotations, since the New Testament so constantly exhorts men to come to | 
Christ, reproves them for neglect, and threatens them with the penal consequences of their 


own bly: thus uniformly placing the-bar to their salvation, just where Christ places it, in 
his parable of the supper, in the-perverseness of those, who haying been bidden to the’ feast, 
would not come. From these premises, then, it follows, that since the Scriptures always 
attribute the ruin of men’s souls to their own will, and not to the will of God; we ought to 
seek for no other cause of their condemnation. We can know nothing on this subject but 
what God has revealed. He has declared that it isnot his will that men should perish: on 
the contrary, “He willeth all men to be Saved ;” and therefore, commarfiis us to pray for “alk 


men ;” he has declared, that the reason they are-not saved, is not that Christ did not die for 


them, -but that they will not come to, him for the “life” which he died to procure for “the 
world ;” and it must therefore be concluded, that the sole bar to the salvation of all who are 
lost is in themselves, and not in any such limitation of Christ’s redemption, as supposes that 
they were not comprehended in its efficacy and intention. 

It will now be necessary for us to consider what those who have adopted a different opinion 
have to urge against these plain and literal declarations of Scripture. It is their burthen, thet 
they are compelled to ae ae these passages in a more limited and qualified sense, than the 
letter of them and its obvious meaning teaches; and that they must do this by inference 
merely ; for it is not even pretended that there is any text whatever to be adduced, which 
declares as literally, that Christ did not die for the salvation of all, as those which declare that» 


¥ 
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he did ed die. We have no passages, therefore, to examine, which, in their clear literal 
meaning, stand opposed to those which we have quoted, so as to present.apparent contradic- 
tions which require to be reconciled by concession on one side or the other. This is at least, 
prima facie, strongly in favour of those who hold that, in the same sense, and with the same 
design, “‘ Jesus Christ tasted death for every man.” ! 
To our first class of texts it is objected, that the terms “all men,” and “the world,” are some- 
times used in Scripture in a limited sense. : oe 
- This may be granted, without injury to the argument drawn from the texts in question. 
But though in Seripture, as in common language, all, and every, and such universals, are 
occasionally used with limitation when the connection prevents any misunderstanding ;_ yet 
they are, nevertheless, strictly universal terms, and are most frequently used as such. The 


true question is, whether, in 'the places above cited, they can be understood except in the ~ 


largest sense ; whether “all men,” and ‘the world,” can be interpreted of the elect only, that 
is of some men of all countries. - : 3 E 

We may very-confidently deny this, “ 

1.. Because the universal sense of the terms, “all,” and “all men,” and “every man,” is 
co. ied, either by the context of the poses in which they occur, or by other Scriptures. 
W. aiah says, “‘ All we like sheep have gone astray; and the Lord hath laid on him the 
i of us all ;” he affirms that the iniquity of all those who have gone astray, was laid on 
Christ. When St. Paul says, “We thus judge, that if one died for all, then were all dead ;” 
he argues the universality of spiritual death, from the universality of the means adopted for 
raising men to spiritual life: a plain proof.that,it was received as an undisputed principle in 
the primitive church, that Christ’s dying for all men was to be taken in its utmost latitude, or 
it could not have been made the basis of the argument. "When the same Apostle calls Christ 
the “Saviour of all men, and especially of those that believe,” he manifestly includes bot. 
believers and unbelievers, that is, all mankind, in the term “all men ;” and declares, that 
Christ is their Saviour, though the full benefits of his salvation are received through faith only 
by them that believe. When again he declares that, “As by the offence of one, judgment 
came upon all men to condemnation ; EVEN so by the righteousness of one, the free gift came 
upon all men, (sis,) in order tu justification of life ;” the force of the comparison is lost if the 
term “all men,” is not taken in its full extent; for the Apostle is thus made to say, as by the 
offence of one, judgment came upon sLL MEN; EVEN so by the righteousness of one, the free 
gift came upon 4 rew men. Nor can it be objected, that the Apostle uses the terms, 
“many,” and “all men,” indiscriminately in this chapter ; for there is in this no contradiction, 
and the objection is in our favour. All men are many, though many are not in every case all. 
But the term, “many,” is taken by him in the sense of all, as appears from the followin 
parallels: “death passed upon all men ,” “many be dead ;” “the gift by grace hath ahoutdet 
unto. many ;” “the free gift came upon all men.’ “ By one man’s disobedience many-were 
made (constituted) sinners,” made liable to death; “so by the obedience of one shall many 
be made (constituted) righteous.” On the last passage we may observe that, “many,” or 
“the many,” must mean all men in the first clause ; nor is it to be restricted in the second, as 
though by being “made righteous,” actual personal justification were to be understood; for 
the Apostle is not speaking of believers individually, but of mankind collectively, and the 
opposite conditions in which the race itself is placed by the offence of Adam and the obedience 
of Christ in all its generations. > 

It is equally impracticable to restrict the phrases, ‘the world,” ‘the whole world,” and to 
paraphrase them the “ world of the elect :” and yet there is no other alternative ; for either “ the 
whole world”. means those elected out of it; or else Christ died in an equal sense for ever 
man. ‘God so loved the world, that he gave his only-begotten Son,” &c. Here, if the world 
sean not the elect only, but every man, then every man was “so loved” by God, that he gave 
his own Son for his redemption. To say that the world, in a few places, means the Roman 
empire, and in others Judea, is nothing to the purpose, unless it were meant to affirm, that the 
elect were the people of Judea, or those of the Roman empire only. It proves, it is true, a 
nyperbolical use of the term in both instances ; but this cannot be urged in the case before 
us: for, ‘ 

1, The elect are never called ‘the world” in Scripture; but are distinguished from it. “TI 
nave chosen you out of the world; therefore the world hateth you.” 

2, The common division of mankind, in the New Testament, is only into two parts; the 
disciples of Christ, and ‘the world.” “If ye were of the world, the world would love its own.” 
“Ye are not of the world, even as I am not of the world,” ‘ We know that we are of fod, 
and the whole world lieth in wickedness.” 

3. When the redemption of Christ is spoken of, it often includes both those who had been 
chosen out of the world, and those who remained still of the world. “ And you hath he recon- 
ciled,” say the Apostles to those that had already believed ; and as to the rest, “ God was in 
Christ, reconciling the world unto himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them; and hath 
committed to us the word of reconciliation,” plainly that they might beseech this “ world” to 
be reconciled to God: so that both believers and unbelievers were interested in the reconciling 
ministry, and the work of Christ. “And he is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours 
only ; but also for the sins of the whole world :” words cannot make the case plainey than these, 
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since this same-writer, in the same Epistle, makes. it evident how he uses the term “ world,” 
when he affirms that “the world lieth in wickedness,” in contradistinction to those who knew 
that they were “ of Gov.” . ; ose 5 . 

_4, In the general commission. before quoted, the expression “‘ world” is connected with uni- 
versal terms which carry it forth into its utmost latitude of meaning. ‘Go ye into ati the 
world, and preach the Gospel (the good news) to every creature ;” and this too in order to his 
believing it, that he may be saved; “he that believeth shall be saved ; and-he that believeth 
not (this good news preached to him that he might be saved) shall be damned.” . 

5. All this is confirmed from the gross absurdity of this restricted interpretation when applied 
to several of the foregoing passages. “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only-be-~ 
gotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish.” Now, if the world here means 
the elect world, or the elect not yet called out of it, then it is affirmed, that “whosoever,” of this 
elect body, believeth shall not perish; which plainly implies, that some of the elect might not 
believe, and therefore perish, contrary to their doctrine. This absurd consequence is still 
clearer from the verses which immediately follow. John iii, 17, 18, ‘For God sent not his Son 
into the world to condemn the world; but that the world through him might be saved. He 
that believeth on him is not condemned: but he that believeth not is.condemned already.” 
Now here we must take the term “world,” either extensively for all mankind, or limited! 
for the elect. If the former, then all men “through him may be saved,” but only throug 
faith: he, therefore, of this world that believeth may be saved; but he of this world that 
believeth not is condemned already.” The sensc is here plain and consistent; but if, on the 
other hand, we take “the world” to mean the elect only, then he of this elect world that 
believetli may be saved, and he of the elect world that “believeth not is condemned ;” so that 
the restricted interpretation necessarily supposes that elect persons may remain in unbelief, 
and be lost. The same absurdity will follow from a like interpretation of the general com- 
mission. . Either “‘all the world” and “every creature” mean every man, or the elect only. 
If the former, it follows, that he of this “world,” any individual among those included in the 
ohrase, “every creature,” who believes, “shall be saved,” or, not believing, “shall be damned :” 
if the latter, then he of the elect, any individual of the elect, who believes, “ shall be saved,” 
and any individual of the elect who believes not, “shall be damned.” Similar absurdities 
might be brought out from other passages ; but if these are candidly weighed, it will abund~ 
antly appear, that texts so plain and explicit cannot be turned into such consequences by any 
true method of interpretation, and that they must, therefore, be taken in their obvious sense, 
which unequivocally expresses the universality of the atonement. 7 

It has been urged, indeed, that our Lord himself says, John xvii, 9, “TI pray for them: I 
pray not for the world, but for them which thou hast given me.” But will they here interpret 
“the world” to be the world of the elect? if so, they ‘cut even them off from the prayers of 
Christ. But if by “the world” they would have us understand the world of the non-elect, 
then they will find that all the prayers which our Lord puts up for those whom “the Father 
hath given him,” had this end, “that they,” the non-elect ‘world,’ may believe that thow 
hast sent me,” verse 21: let them choose either side of the alternative. e meaning of this 
passage is, however, made obvious by the context. -Christ, in the former part of his inter- 
cession, as recorded in this chapter, prays exclusively, not for his church in all ages, but for his 
disciples then present with him ; as appears plain from verse 12, “While I was with them in 
the world, I kept them in thy name:” but he was only «with his first disciples, and for them he 
exclusively prays in the first instance; then, in verse 20, he prays for all who, in future, should 
believe on him through their words ; and he does this in order that “the world might believe.” 
aoe ‘the world,” in its largest sense, is not cut off, bftt expressly included in the benefits of 
this prayer. 

John x, 15, “I lay down my life for the sheep,” is also adduced, to prove that Christ died 
for none but his-sheep. But the consequence will not hold; for there is no inconsistenc 
between his having died for them that believe, and also-for them that believe not. Christ is 
said to be “the Saviour of all men, and especially of them that believe ;” two propositions 
which the Apostle held to be perfectly consistent. The very context shows that Christ laid 
down his life for others besides those whom, in that passage, he calls “the sheep.” The sheep 
here intended, as the discourse will show, were those of the Jewish “fold ;” for he immediatel 
adds, “‘ other sheep I have, which are not of this fold,” clearly meaning the Gentiles: “them 
must I bring.” He, therefore, laid down his life for them also ; for the sheep in the fold, whe 
“knew his voice, and followed him,” and for them out of the fold, who still needed “bringin 
in;” even for “the lost, whom he came to seek and save,” which is the character of all ‘man- 
kind: “all we like sheep have gone astray ;” and “the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity 
of us all.” F YS Bs 

A restrictive interpretation of the first two classes of texts we have quoted above, may then 
be affirmed directly and expressly to contradict the plainest declarations of God’s own.word. 
For, it is not true, upon this interpretation, that God loved “the world,” if the majority he 
loved not; nor is it true, that Christ was not “seht to condemn the world,” if he was sent 
even to enhance its condemnation ; nor that the Gospel, as the Gospel, can be preached “to 
every creature,” if to the majority it cannot be preached as “ good tidings of great joy to all 
people ;” for it is sad and doleful tidings, if the greater part of the human race are shut out 
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from the mercies of their Creator. If, then, in this interpretation there is so palpable a con- 
gery of the words of inspiration itself, the system which is built upon it cannot. be 
Sustained. : i : ; : 

As to the texts which we have urged, 4s necessarily implying the unrestricted extent of the 
death of Christ, the usual answers to those which speak of Christ having died for them that 
la may be briefly examined. “Destroy not him with thy meat, for whom Christ died,” 

om. xiv, 15. Him, says Poole, (4) for whom, “in the judgment of charity,” we are to pre- 
sume Christ died. To say nothing of the danger of such unlicensed paraphrases, in the inter- 
pretation of Scripture, it is obvious that this exposition entirely annuls the motive by which 
the Apostle enforces his exhortation. Why are we not to be an occasion of sin to our brother? 
The answer is, lest we “destroy him ;” and, in the parallel place, 1 Cor. viii, 11, lest “he perish.” 
But what is the aggravation of the offence? truly that “Christ died for him ;” and so we have 
no tenderness for a soul on whom Christ had so much compassion as to die for his salvation. 
Let the text then he tried, as paraphrased by Poole and other Calvinists: “ Destroy not him, 
for whom, in the judgment of charity, it may be concluded, Christ died ;” and. it turns the 
motive the other way. For if I admit that none can be destroyed for whom Christ died, then, 
in proportion to the charity of my judgment, that any individual is of this number, I may be 
the less cautious of ensnaring his conscience in indifferent matters, since at least, this is certain, 
that he cannot perish, and I cannot be guilty of the aggravated offence of destroying him who 
was an object of the compassion of Christ. Who can suppose that the Rooale would thus 
counteract: his own design? or that he should seriously admonish his readers not to do that. 
which was impossible, if, in fact, he taught them that Christ died only for the elect; and that 
they for whom he died, could neyer perish? Another commentator, of the same school, 
explains this as a caution against doing that which had a “tendency to the ruin of one for 
whom Christ died ; not that it implies, that the weak brother would actually perish.” (5) But 
in this case, also, as it is assumed, that it was a doctrine taught by St. Paul, and received by 
the churches to whom he wrote, that the elect could not perish, the motive is taken away upon 
which the admonition is grounded. For if the persons, to whom the Apostle wrote, knew that 
the weak brother, for whom Christ died, could not perish, then nothing which they could do 
had any “tendency” to destroy him. It might injure him, disturb his mind, lead him into sin, 
destroy his,comforts ; all, or any of which, would have been appropriate motives on which to 
have urged the caution: but nothing can have even a tendency to destroy him whose salvation 
is fixed = an unalterable decree. Mr. Scott is, however, evidently, not satisfied with his own 
interpretation; and gives a painful example of the influence of a preconceived system in com- 
menting: upon Scripture, by charging the Apostie himself with careless writing. “We may, 
however, observe, that the Apostles did not write in that exact systematical style which some 
affect, otherwise they would scrupulously have avoided such expressions.” "This is rather.in the 
manner of Priestley and Belsham, than that of an orthodox commentator ; but, it does homage 
to the force of truth by turning away from it, and by tacitly acknowledging that the Scriptures 
cannot be Calvinistically interpreted. The same commentators, following, as they do, in the 
train of the Calvinistic divines in general, may furnish, also, the answer to the argument, from 
2 Peter ii, 1, “Denying the Lord that bought them, and bringing upon themselves swift 
destraction.” Poole gives us three interpretations: the first is, “The Lord that bought 
Israel out of Egypt ;” as though St. Peter could be speaking of the Mosaic, and not of the 
Christian redemption ; and as though the Judaizing teachers, supposing the Apostle to speak 
of them, denied the God of the Jews, when it was their object to set up his religion against 
that of Christ. The second is, that “they were bought,” or redeemed, by Christ, from tem- 
poral death, their lives having been spared: but we have no such doctrine in Scripture, as that 
the long-suffering of wicked men, procured by Christ’s redemption, is unconnected’ in its 
intent with their eternal salvation. The barren fig tree was spared at the intercession of 
Christ, that means might be taken with it, to make it fruitful; and in this same epistle of St. 
Peter, he teaches us to “account the long-suffering of the Lord salvation ;” meaning, doubtless, 
in its tendency and intention. To this we may add, that there is nothing in the context to 
warrant this notion of mere temporal redemption. The third interpretation is, “that they 
denied the Lord, whom they -professed to have bought them.” This also is gratuitous, and 
gives a very different sense from that which the words of the Apostle convey. But it is 
argued, that the offence would be the same in denying Christ, whether he really died for them, 
or that they had professed to believe he died for them. Certainly not. Their ame as It 1s 
put by the Apostle, is not the denying of their former profession, or denying hrist, whom 
they formerly professed to have bought them; but denying Christ, who had actually bought 
them, and whom, for that reason, they ought never to have denied, but confessed at the hazard 
of their lives. Farther, if they merely denied that which they formerly professed, namely, 
that Christ had bought them, and, in point of fact, he never did-buy them, they were in error 
when they professed to believe that he bought them, and. spoke the truth only when they 
denied it; and if it be said, that they knew not but he hed bought them, when they denied 
him, this might be a reason for their not being rewarded for renouncing an error, as being done _ 
unwittingly ; but can be rio reason for Pid punished, though unwittingly they went 
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back to the truth of the case. There can be no great guilt in our denying Christ, if Christ 
never died for us. S ‘ . : ? j : 

Mr. Scott partly adopts, and partly rejects Poole’s solution of this Seriptural Sa But 

as he chi St. Paul with want of exactness in writing to the Romans, so also St. Peter, in 
the re us, comes in for his share of the same censure. “It was not the manner of 
the sacre iters, to express themselves with that systematic exactness, which many now 
affect.” ‘The question is not, however, one of systematic exactness; but of common in ble 
writing. Mr. Scott’s observation on this passage, is, that Christ’s ransom was of infinite 
Biaery i and the proposal of it, in Scripture, general; so that men are addressed according 
their profession: but that Christ only intended to redeem those, whom he foresaw would 
eiuvea iy be saved.” (6) On this we may remark, 1. That the sufficiency of Christ’s redemp- 
tion, is not in question ; but the redemption itself of these deniers of Christ: he is called “the 
Lord that bought them.” In that sufficiency, too, Mr. Scott affirms, in fact, that they had no 
interest; for Christ did not “intend to redeem them ;” on this showing, therefore, the Lord did 
not “buy them,” which contradicts the Apostle. 2. That the “proposal of the benefits of 
Christ’s redemption is general;” and that men are addressed, accordingly, as those who are 
interested in it: we grant, and feel how well this accords with the doctrine of general redem 
tion; but the difficulty lies with those who hold the limitation of Christ’s redemption to the 
elect only, to explain, not merely how it is that-men are addressed generally ; .but-how the sins 
of those who perish, can be aggravated by the circumstance of Christ’s having bought them, if 
he did not buy them; and how they can be punished for rejecting him, if they could neyer 
receive him, so as to be saved by him. ‘This aggravation of their offence, by the circumstance 
of Christ having bought them, is the doctrine of the text, of the force of which the above inter- 
pretations are manifest evasions. : ~ 

‘We come now to the case of the apostates, mentioned in the Epistle to the Hebrews, vi, 
4-8, and x, 26-31. With respect to these passages, it is agreed that they speak of the ultimate 
and eternal condemnation and rejection of the persons mentioned inthem. The question then 
is, whether Christ died for them, as he died for such as persevere? which is to be determined 
by another question, whether they were ever true believers, and had received saving grace? 
If this be allowed, the proposition is established, that Christ died for them that pérish; but in 
order to arrest this conclusion, all Calvinistic divines agree in denying that the persons referred 
to by the Apostle, and against whom his térrible denunciations are directed, were ever true 
beliévers,-or capable of becoming such; and here again we have another pregnant instance of 
the violence done to the gbvious meaning of the word of God, through the influence of.a pre- 
conceived system. For, 

1. It will not be denied, that the Hebrews to whom the epistle was addressed, were, in the 
main at least, true believers; and that the passages in question were written to preserve them 
from apostasy ; of which the rejection, and hopeless punishment, described by the Apostle, is 
represented as the consequence. But if St. Paul had taught them, as he must have done, if 
Calvinism be the doctrine of the New Testament, that they never could so fall away, and so 

rish, this was no warning at all to them. To suppose he held out that as a terror, which he 

ew to be impossible, and had taught them also to be impossible, is the first absurdity which 
the Calvinistic interpretation involves. ; : 

2. It will not be denied, that he speaks of these wretched apostates, as deterring examples 
to the true believers among the Hebrews; but as such apostates never were believers, and 
were not even rendered capable, by the grace of God, of becoming such, they could not be 
admonitory examples. ‘To assume that the Apostle, far the sake of argument and admonition, 
supposes believers to be in the same circumstances and case as those who never were, and 
never could be believers, and when he had instructed them that their cases could never be 
similar, is the second absurdity. 


3. The apostates in question are represented, by the Apostle, “as falling away” from “re: 
pentance,” and from Christ’s “saerifice for sins.” ‘The advocates of the system of partial 
redemption, affirm, that they fell away only from their profession of repentance and doctrinal 
belief of Christ’s sacrifice for sins, in which they never had, and never could have, any interest. 
Yet the Apostle places the hopelessness of their state on the impossibility of “renewing them 
agai to repentance ;” which proves that he considered their first repentance genuine and 
evangelical; because the absence of such a repentance, as they had at first, is given as the 
reason of the hopelessness of their condition. He moreover heightens the case y alleging, 
that there remained “no more sacrifice for sins;” which as plaink proves that, before their 
apostasy, there was a sacrifice for their sins, and that they had vet cut themselves off from 
its benefits by “wilfully” renouncing it; in other words, that Christ died for them, and that 
they had placed themse]ves out of the reach of the benefit of his death, by this one act-of 
aggravated apostasy. ‘The contrast lies between a hopeful and a hopeless case. Theirs was 
once a hopeful case, because they had.‘ repented,” and because there was then a “sacrifice for 
sins ;” afterward it became hopeless, because it was “impossible to renew them again unto 
repentance,” and the sacrifice for sin no more remained for them: they had not only renounee 
their profession of it; but had renounced the sacrifice itself, by renouncing Christianity. N oe 
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so to interpret the Apostle, as to make him describe.the awful condition of apostates, as a 
“falling away” into a state of hopelessness, when, if Calvinism be the doctrine of the New 

‘Testament, their case was never really AO but was as hopeless, as to their eternal salva- 
ion, before as after their apostasy, is the third absurdity. _: 

4, But it is plain that theirs had been-a state of actual salvation, which could only result 
from their having had an interest in the death of Christ! The proof of this lies in what the 
Apostle affirms of the previous state of those who had finally apostatized, or might-so aposta- 
tize. They were “enlightened ;” this, the whole train of Calvinistic commentators tell us, 
means a mere speculative reception of the doctrine of the Gospel; they had “tasted of the 
heavenly gift,” and of “the good word of God;” that is, say. Poole and others, “they tasted, 
not digested; they had superficial relishes of joy and peace,” and are to be melted “to the 
memes hearers, who received the word with joy.” “And were made partakers of the 
Holy Ghost ;”. that is, say some commentators of this class, in his operations, “ trying how far 
a natural man can raised, and not have his nature changed :” (7) others, “by the commu- 
nication of mack powers.” They had “tasted of the powers of the world to come ;” that 
is, they had felt the powerful doctrines of the Gospel, but as all reprobates may feel them, 
Sometimes powerfully conyincing their judgment, at others troubling their consciences. “ All 
these things,” says Scott, (8) “often take place in the hearts and consciences of men, who yet 
continue unregenerate.” ‘These interpretations are undoubtedly forced upon these authors by 
the system they have adopted; but it unfortunately happens for them, that the Apostle uses 
no term less strong in describing the religious experience of these apostates than he does in 
speaking of that of true believers. They were “enlightened,” is said of these apostates, “‘ the 
eyes of your understanding being enlightened,” is said of the Ephesians; and “being turned 
from darkness to light?’ is the characteristic of all believers. ‘The apostates “tasted the hea- 
venly gift ;” this, too, is affirmed of true believers, “much more they which receive abundance 
of grace, and of the gift of righteousness, shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ,” Rom v, 17. 
To be made “ partakers of the Holy Ghost,” is also the common distinctive character of all true 
Christians. “If any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his ;” “but ye are not in 
the flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God dwell in you.” “To taste the hea- 
venly gift” and “the good word of God,” is also made the mark of true Christianity : ‘if so be 

e have tasted that the Lord is gracious.” Finally, “the powers of the world to come;” that 
is, of the Gospel dispensation, or the power of the Gospel, stand in precisely the same case. 
This Gospel is the “power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth.” Since, then, 
the Apostle expresses the prior experience of these apostates, by the same terms and phrases 
as those by which he designates the work of God in the hearts of those whose Christianity is, 
by all, acknowledged to be genuine, where is the authority on which these commentators make 
him describe, not a saving work in the hearts of these apostates, during the time they held fast 
their profession, but a simulated one? They have clearly no authority for this at all; and their 
comments arise not out of the argument of St, Paul, nor out of his terms or phrases, or the 
‘connection of these passages with the rest of the discourse; but out of their own theological 
system alone; in other words, out of a mere human opinion which supplies a meaning to the 

postle, of which he gives not the most distant intimation. To make the Apostle describe the 
falling away from a mere profession unaccompanied with a state of grace, by terms which he 
is constantly using to describe and characterize a state of grace, is the fourth absurdity. 

We mark, also, two other absurdities. ‘The interpretations above given are below the force 
of the terms employed; and they are above the character of reprubates. 

They are below the force of the terms employed. ‘To “taste the heavenly gift,” is not a 
mere intellectual or sentimental approval of it ; for this heavenly gift is distinguished both from 
the Holy Spirit, and from the word of God, mentioned afterward ; which leaves us no choice * 
but to interpret it of Christ: and then to taste of Christ, is to receive his grace and mercy ; “if 
so be ye have tasted that the Lord is gracious.” ‘Thus the Greek fathers, and many later 
divines, understand it of the remission of sins; which interpretation is greatly confirmed by 
Rom. v, where “ the gift,” “the free gift,” and “the gift by grace,” are used both for the means 
of our justification, and for justification itself. To “taste the heavenly gift,” then, is, in this 
sense, so to taste that the Lord is gracious as to receive the remission of sins. ‘To be made 
« partakers of the Holy Ghost,” follows this in the usual order of describing the work of God 
in the heart. It is the fruit of faith, the Spirit of adoption and sanctification—the Spirit in his 
comforting and renewing influences following our justification. To restrain this participation 
of the Holy Ghost to the endowment of miraculous powers, requires it to be previously estab- 
lished, either, 1. That all professing Christians, in that age, were thus endowed with miracu- 
lous powers, of which there is no proof; or, 2. That only those who were thus endowed with 
miraculous gifts were capable of this aggravated apostasy ; and then the Apostle’s warning _ 
would not be a general one, even to the Christians of the apostolic age, nor even to all the 
believing Hebrews, which it manifestly.is. On the other hand, since all true believers in the 
sense of the Apostle, received the Holy Ghost in his comforting and renovating influences, the 
meaning of the phrase becomes obvious, and it lays down the proper ground for a general ad- 


monition. Again; “to taste the good word of God,” is still an advance in the process of a 
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genuine experience. Itis t g the good word, that is, the goodness of the word in a course 
of experience and practice ; g personal proof of its goodness and adaptation to man’s state 
in the world: for to argue,from the term “ taste,” as though something superficial and transitory 
only were meant, is as absurd as to-argue from the threat of Christ that those who refused the 
invitation of his servants should not “taste” of his supper, that he only excluded them from a 
superficial and transient gustation of his salvation here and hereafter; or that, when the 
Psalmist calls upon us to “taste and see that the Lord is good,” he excludes a full, and rich, 
and permanent xe of the Divine goodness.. Finally, if by the “powers of the world 
to come,” it could be proved that the Apostle meant the miraculous evidences of the truth of 
the Gospel, it would not follow, that he supposes the persons spoken of to be endowed with 
miraculous powers; but that to taste. these powers, was rather to experience the abundant 
blessings of a religion thus confirmed and demonstrated by signs and wonders and divers 
miracles, aro a what he urges in chap. ii, 4, of the same epistle.. The phrase, however, 
is probably a still farther advance upon the former, and signifies a personal experience of the 
mighty energy and saving power of the Gospel. Thus the interpretation of the Calvinists has 
the absurdity of making the Apostle speak little things in great words, and of using unmean- 
ing tautologies. ‘To “partake of the Holy Ghost” is, according to them, to have the gift of 
miracles, and to taste “the powers of the world to come” is to have the gift of miracles. To 
taste the “heavenly gift,” is to have a superficial relish of Gospel doctrine, and “to taste the 
good word of God,” is also to have a superficial relish of Gospel doctrine: but how, then, are 
we to take the term “taste,” when the postle speaks of tasting “the powers of the world to 
come ?”” According to these comments, this can only mean that they had a superficial taste of 
the power of working miracles! ide 
But as these interpretations are below the force of the terms, so they are above the capacity 
of the reprobate. “They had, moreover,” says Scott, “tasted of the good word of God, and 
their connections, impressions, and transient affections, made them sensible that it was a good 
word, and that it was for their good to attend to it; and their purposes of doing so had pro- 
duced such hopes and joys, as have been described in the case of the stony ground hearers, 
Matt. xiii, 21, 22.” That Mr. Scott had no right apprehension of the elass of persons intended 
by those who received the good seed upon stony ground, might easily be proved; but this is 
beside our present purpose. We find in the words quoted above, (and we refer to-Mr. Scott 
rather than to the older divines of the same school, because it is often said that Calvinism is 
now modified and improved,) “convictions,” “impressions of the goodness of the word,” and 
purposes of attending to it, ascribed to the non-elect; persons to whose salvation this bar is 
placed, that, according to this commentator, and all others who adopt the same system, Christ 
never “intentionally” died for them. We ask, then, are these “ convictions, impressions,” and 
“purposes,” from the grace of God working in man, or from the natural man wholly unassisted 
by the grace of Gop? If the latter, then what becomes of the doctrine of the entire corruption 
of human nature, which they profess to hold, and that so strenuously? “In me, that is in my 
flesh, dwelleth no good thing.” By the flesh, the Apostle means, doubtless, his natural and 
unassisted state. Yet how many “good things” are ascribed, by Mr. Scott, to the very repro- 
“bate? “Conviction of the truth of the Gospel” was doubtless “ good,” and showed, in that 
day especially, when the prejudices of education had not yet come in to the ‘aid of truth, an 
honest spirit of inquiry, and a docile mind. “Impressions” are still better, as they argue affec- 
tion to truth which the natural man, as such, hates ; and these are improved into an acknow- 
ledgment “of the goodness of the word,” though it is a reproving word, and a doctrine of 
holiness, and consequently of restraint. ‘To-this the merely “carnal mind,” which St. Paul 
declares to be “enmity against God,” is here allowedft only to assent, but also to perceive 
with some taste and approving relish. ‘Purposes of attending to this good word,” are also 
admitted, which is a still farfher advance, and must by all be acknawledged to be “good,” as 
they are the very basis of real religious attainment. Yet if all these, which, in the judgment 
of every spiritual man would be considered as placing such persons in a very hopeful state, 
and would give joy to angels, unless they were admitted to the secret of reprobation, are 
to be ascribed to nature; then the carmal mind is not absolutely and in all cases “ enmity 
against God ;” in-our-“ flesh some good thing may dwell ;” and we are not by nature “dead in 
trespasses and sins.” ‘ ae ; 
Let us then suppose, since this position cannot be maintained in defiance of the Scriptures, 
_ that these are the effects of the grace of God, and the influences of the Holy Spirit in man; to 
what end is that grace exerted? Is it that it may lead to’salvation? This is denied, and con- 
sistently so; for can such convictions, and desires, and purposes, lead to true repentance when 
Christ gives true repentance to none but to the elect? Nor can they lead to pardon, because 
Christ has not intentionally “died for the persons in question.” Is the end, then, as Poole, or 
rather his continuator states it, that the Holy Spirit may « try how far a natural man may be 
raised” without ceasing to be so? If that is affirmed, for whose sake is the. experiment tried ? 
Not surely for the sake of the Holy Spirit, whose omniscience needs no instruction by experi- 
ment: not for ours; for this, instead of being edifying, only puzzles and confounds us, for who — 
can tell how far this experiment may go, and how far it is making upon himself? This, too, is 
80 very unworthy an aspersion upon the Holy Spirit, that it ought to make sober men very 
much suspect the system which requires it. Is it then, finally, as some have affirmed, to make 
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the persons more guilty, and to heighten their condemnation? Hc few Calvinists, in the pre- 
sent day, are bold enough to affirm this, although the advocate: hat system have formerly 
done it; and yet this is the only practical end which their system will allow to ReRecioned to 
such an act as that which, by-a strange abuse of terms, is called the operation of “ common 
grace” in the hearts of the reprobate. In no, other practical end ean it issue, but to aggravate 
their guilt and damnation, as the old divines of this school perceived and acknowledged. Either, 
then, their interpretation of these passages affirms a change in the principles and feelings of the 
emit spoken of by the Apostle in this epistle, much above the capacity and power of repro- _ 
ates, greatly as it falls below the real.import of the terms used; or else those who advocate 
the doctrine of reprobation are bound to the revolting conclusion, that the Holy Spirit thus 
works in them enly to promote and deepen their destruction. . aay 
- To that class of texts, which make it the duty of men to believe the Gospel, and threaten 
them with punishment for not believing, and which we adduced to prove, y necessary impli- 
cation, that Christ died for all men, it has been replied, that it is the duty of all men to believe 
the Gospel, whether they are interested in the death of Christ or not ; and that they are 
guilty and deserving of punishment for not believing it. By this argument it is conceived, 
_ all such passages are made consistent with the doctrine of the limited extent of the death 
of Christ. 

On both sides, then, it is granted, that it is the bounden duty of all men who hear the Gospel 
to believe it, and that the violation of this duty induces condemnation ; but if Christ died not 
for all such persons, we-think it is plain, that-1t cannot be their duty to believe the Gospel ; 
and if this can be established, then does the Scriptural principle of the obligation of all men to 
believe, which is acknowledged on.both sides, refute all limitation of the extent of Christ's 
atonement. RAS ; 

To settle this point, itis necessary to determine what is meant by believing the Gospel. 
Some writers in this controversy seem to take it only in the sense of giving credit to the Gospel 
as a Divine Revelation ; and not for accepting and trusting in it in order to salvation. But 
we have, in the New Testament, no such division of the obligation of believing into two 
distinct duties, one laid upon one class of persons, and the other upon another class.. So far 
from this, the faith which the Gospel requires of all, is trust in the Gospel ;—“ repentance 
toward God, and faith {irust) in our Lord Jesus Christ.” Will any say, that when all men- 
are commanded “every where to repent,” two kinds of repentance are intended, one ineffectual, 
the other effectual; one to death, the other to life? And if not, will he contend that God 
conamands one kind of faith to some, a faith which cannot lead to salvation; another kind of 
faith, which does lead to salvation, to others? that he commands a dead faith to the reprobate, 
a living faith to the elect? For, according to the intention of the command, such must be the 
duty ; and if it is the duty of the reprobate to believe with the mere faith of assent, which, as 
to them, is dead, then no more was ever required of them, in the intention of Gop, than this 
dead faith. But if men will affirm this, they must show us such a restricted and modified 
command from God; and they must point out, in the commands which we have to believe in 
Christ, such a distinction of the obligation of believing into a higher and lower duty. There 
is no such modified command, and there is no such distinction; but, on the contrary, the faith 
which is required of all is that, and not less than that, whereof cometh salvation ; for with 
remission of sins and salvation it is constantly connected. “He that believeth shall be saved.” 
«< Whosoever believeth on him shall not perish.” ‘That believing ye might have life through 
his name.” “To him give all the prophets witness, that through his name whosoever believ~ 
eth in him shall receive remission of sins.” The faith, then, required of all, is true faith; true 
faith following true repentance, the trust of a true penitent in the sacrifice of Christ as offered 
for his sins, that he may be forgiven, and received into the family of Gon. 

If this, then, be the faith which is required of all who hear the Gospel, it is not, and cannot. 
be the duty, of those to believe the Gospel, in the Scriptural sense of believing, for whom 
Christ died not. 1. Because it is impossible, and God cannot command a thing impossible, 
and then punish men for not. doing it; for this contradicts all notions of justice and benevo- 
lence. Nor does it alter the case whether the impossibility arises from a positive necessitating 
decree, or from withholding the aid necessary to enable them to comply with the command ; 
such persons as those for whom Christ died not, never had, and never can have, the power to 
exercise the saving faith which is enjoined upon them ; and being impossible to them, it never 
could be the subject of express command and obligation as to them; which nevertheless it is. 
2. Beeause, according to the Calvinistic opinion, it is not in the intention of God that they should 
believe and be saved: what, therefore, he never intended, he could not command ;, and yet he 
has plainly commanded it.. 3. Because what all are bound to believe or trust in, is true: but 
it is false, according to this system, that Christ died for the reprobate, and therefore they are 
not bound to believe, or trust in him, though they are both commanded to believe, and 
threatened with condemnation if they believe not. : 

Here, then, is the dilemma. into which all must fall, who deny that the necessary inference 
from the universal obligation to believe in Christ, is, as we have stated it, that he died for all. 
If they deny the universality of the obligation to believe, they deny plain and express Scrip- 
ture, which commands all men to believe ; if they affirm the obligation to believe to be uni- 
versal, they hold that men are bound to do that which is impossible; that the Lawgiver 
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gommands them to do what he never intended they should do; and that they are bound t 
believe and trust in what is not true, namely, that Christ died for them, and thus to 

a broken reed, trust their salvation to a delusion. : 
This is a which the theol of this school have felt. The synod of Dort 
oe fees. ta be mariage bet sae puntos, seis wish toe sapaone 
not perish, but have e& ing life; w. i er wi inj repent- 
ance and faith, ought promi Santina aaotenion, o> ta tance al seme 
all men and to whom God in his good pleasure serids the Gospel.” mre 


Salvi themselves perplexed with this statement, they began to differ from 
and, allowing that Christ died for all whtie 
that God had commanded all men so to believe.(1) These divines chose to fall on the 


ee, ilemma, and thus expressly to deny the word of God. Others have 
voured to esca, ifficulty by making fiith in Christ a command of the moral law, 
under which even as they take it, unquestionably are, and argue, that.as by the 
principle of moral law, all are bound to believe e thing which God hath revealed, so by 
that law all to believe in Christ, and, failing of that, are by the moral law justly 


= command to the Jews to ci their was: 
moral law, as that to believe in Christ is a com of the moral law, because, 
obliges us to believe what God has revealed. But .it_ be admitted that 


not ied for sll; this we contend for, but they contend against: all are 

ugon that very pence thre, and to blew tha Christ di mae 
hold this noti ae nena ie peeiner on cena easing ele 

wateae: and thus they fall upon the of the dilemma. ; 

nt 2 class of texts we have adduced in favour of general redemption consists of those 
to 
n 


bar 
them in the Gospel, which is contrary to the dectrine of Scripture. 


-$sts, is, that the fault is indeed in the will of man, and that if men willed to come to Christ, 
' = they might have life, they would have life; and thus, they would have it understood 


estaped its force ; and ing which is thus apparently ed weakens the force of the 
conclusic , that if the bar to men’s salvation be wholly in themselves, it lies not in the want 
of a provision made for their salvation in the ; and therefore they are so interested in 


former, then they rae come to Christ, and believe in him, without obtaining life and salvation; 


of that better natural will, they come to Christ, and believe inhim? This they will deny, and 
ascribe their willing, and coming to Christ, and believing in him, to the influence only of biemne 
grace. It will follow then, from this, that the bar to this same kind of willing, and believing, 


he 4 


qe 


on the part of the reprobate, lies not in themselves, where the Scriptures constantly place it, 


and so charge it upon men as their fault, and the reason of their condenmation = but i i 
without them, even-in the determination and decree o God not to premetlhee See 
influence of his grace, by which this good will, and this power to believe in Chri are wrought 
in the elect: which is precisely what the Dort has affirmed. « Taha most 
free counsel, gracious will, and intention of God the Father; that the lively and saving efficacy 
of the most precious death of his Son should manifest itself in all the eléct, for the bestowi 
= them ONLY, justi faith; and bringing rHem infallibly by it unto eternal life.”(2) 
Chis doctrine e be true; for the Scriptures plai: 'y place the bar to the salva- 
tion of them that are lost, in themselves, and charge the fault only on the wilful disobedience 
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By . 
and unbelief of men; while this opinion places it in the refusal, on the part of God, to bestow 
that. upon the non-elect, by which alone the evil of their natural will can be removed, ; 
Nor is this in the least remedied by arguing, that as Christ is rejected freely and voluntarily 
by the natural will of man, the guilt 1s still chargeable upon himself. For, 1 
pate what may be said on the freedom of the will, it is confessed by Calvinists that the will of 
the reprobate 1s not free to choose to come to Christ, and believe in him, since without grace, 
- not even the elect can do this. But if it were free to choose Christ, and believe in him, the 
- not doing it would not be chargeable upon them as a fault. For peak do not reject Christ as 
a Saviour, since he is not offered to them as such; and they sin not, by not believing, that is, 
_ by not trusting ih Christ for salvation. For as it is not the will of God that they should so 
believe, they violate no command given to them to believe, unless it be held that God com- 
mands them to do that which he ‘wills they should not do; which is only absurdly to say 
that he wills, and he does not will the same thing. And seeing that his commands are the 
deélarations of his will, if the command reaches to them, it is a declaration that he wills that 
concerning them, which,-on this system, he does not will ; and this contradiction all are bound 
te maintain, who charge the want of faith, as a fault upon those to whom the power of 
ieving is not imparted. Soup ' 
_ But the argument from this class of texts is not exhausted. ‘They not only place that bar 
d fault which prevents the salvation of men in themselves; but they as expressly exclude 
God from all participation in it, contrary to the doctrine before us. ‘He willeth all men to’ 
be saved ;” he has “no pleasure in the death of him that dieth.” “He sent his Son not to 
condemn the world, but that the world through him might be saved ;” and he invites all, 
beseeches all, obtests all, and makes even his threatenings merciful, since he interposes them to’ 
prevent men from going on still in their trespasses, and involving themselves in final ruin. 
Perhaps not many Calvinists in the present day are disposed to resort to the ancient sub- 
terfuge, of a secret and a revealed.will of God ; (3) and yet it is difficult to conceive how they 
can avoid admitting this notion, without totally denying that which is so clearly written, that 
God “ willeth all men to be saved, and to come to the knowledge of the truth;” and that he 
commands, by his Apostle, that prayers should be made “for all men.” ‘The universality of 
such declarations has already been established ; and. no way. is left for escaping the difficulty 
in this direction. The incompatibility of such declarations, with the limited extent of Christ’s 
death, is therefore obvious, unless the term, “will” can be modified. But if God declares his 
will in absolute terms, while-he has yet secret reserves of a contrary kind, (to say nothing of 
the injury done, be such a notion, to the character of the God of truth, whose words are. 
without dross of falsehood, “as silver tried in a furnace of earth, purified seven times ? y this 
is to will that all men may be saved in word, and yet not to will tte fact, which is in truth not 
to will it at all. No subtlety of distinction can reconcile this. . Nor, according to this scheme 
of doctrine, can God in any way, will the salvation of the non-elect. It is only under one 
condition, that he wills the salvation of any man: namely, through the death of Christ. His 
justice required this atonement for sin ; and he could not will man to be saved to the dishonour 
of his justice. If then that atonement does not extend to all men, he cannot will the salvation 
of all men; for such of them as are not interested in this atonement, could not be saved con- 
sistently with his righteous administration, and he could not, therefore, will it. If, then, he 
wills the non-elect to be saved, im any sense, he must will this independently of Christ’s sacrifice’ 
for sins; and if he cannot will this for the reason just given, he cannot * will all men to be 
saved,” which is contrary to the texts quoted: he cannot, therefore, invite all to be saved; he 
cannot beseech all by his ministers to be reconciled to him; for these acts could only proceed 
from his willing them to be saved: and for the same reason, “all men” ought not to be prayed 
for by those who hold this doctrine, since they assume, that it is not the will of God that all men 
should be saved. Thus they repeal the Apostle’s precept, as well as the principle upon which | 
it is built, by mere human authority; or else they so interpret the principle, as to impeach 
the truth of God, and so practise the gone as to Indulge reserves in their own mind, similar 
to those they feign to be in the mind of God. “While, therefore, it remains on record, that 
“ God willeth all men to be saved, and to come to the knowledge of the truth ;” and that he 
“ willeth not that any should perish, but that all should come to repentance,” if must be con- 
eluded, that Christ died for all; and that the reason of the destruction of any part of our race 
lies not in the want of a provision for their salvation; not in any limitation of the purchase 
of Christ, and the administration of his grace; but in their obstinate rejection of both. 
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‘So far, then, we have advanced in this discussion as to show, that while no passage of 
Scripture can be adduced, or is even pretended to exist, which declares that Christ did not 
die equally for all men, there are numerous passages which explicitly, and in terms which’ 


(3) The scholastic terms are voluntas signi, and voluntas bene placiti, a signified or revealed will, and a 
willof pleasure or purpose, m 
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cannot, by an’ fair interpretation, be wre! o that meaning, declare the contrary ; ar 

that pate are others as Sma en which. contai oe doctrine by necessary implation a 
inference. ‘T’o implication and inference the Calvinist divines also resort, and the more so, 
as they have not a direct text in favour of their scheme. It is necessary, therefore, in order 
to obtain a comprehensive view of this controversy, compressed into as narrow | as 
possible, to examine those parts of Scripture which, according to their inferential inerpeta- 
tions, limit not‘merely the actual, but the intentional efficacy of the death of Christ to the 
elect-only. : : Ba 

The fivst are those passages which treat of persons, said to be elected, foreknown, and pre- 
destinated to the spiritual and celestial blessings of the new dispensation; and the argument 
from the texts in which these distinctions occur, is, that the persons so called, elected, fore n, 
and predestinated, are, by that very distinction, marked out as the only persons to whom the 
death of Christ intentionally extends. 

- We reserve it to another place to state the systematic views which the followers of Calvin, 
in their different shades of opinion, take of the doctrines of election, &c, lest our more simple 
inquiry into the sense of Scripture should be disturbed by extraneous topics ; and we are now, 
therefore, merely called to consider, how far this argument, which is professedly drawn from 
Scripture and not from metaphysical principles, is supported or refuted, by an examination of 
those portions of Holy Writ on which it is usually built: and it will not prove a difficult task 
to show, that, when fairly interpreted, they contain nothing which obliges us to narrow our 
interpretation of those passages which extend the benefit of the death of Christ to all mankind ; 
and that, in some views, they -strongly corroborate their most extended meaning. Of a 
divine election, or choosing and separation from others, we have three kinds mentioned in the 
Scriptures. eres ; p 
. The rirsr is the election of individuals to perform some particular and special service. 
Cyrus was “elected” to rebuild the temple; the twelve Apostles were “chosen,” elected, to 
their office by Christ; St. Paul was a “chosen,” or elected, “vessel,” to be the Apostle of the 
Gentiles. This kind of election to special office and service has, however, manifestly no 
relation to the limitation of eternal salvation, either in respect of the persons themselves so 
chosen, or of others. With respect to themselves, it did not confer upon them an absolute 
security. One of the twelve elected Apostles was Judas, who fell andjwas lost ; and St. Paul 
confesses his own personal liability to become “a castaway,” after all his zeal and abundant 
labours. With respect to others, the twelve Apostles, and St. Paul afterward, were “elected” 
to preach the Gospel in order to the salvation of all to whom they had access. 

The seconp kind of election which we find in Scripture, is the election of nations, or bodies 
of people, to eminent religious privileges, and in order to accomplish, by their superior 
illumination, the merciful purposes of God, in benefiting other nations or bodies of people. 
Thus the descendants of Abraham, the Jews, were chosen to receive special revelations of 
truth ; and to be “the people of God,” to be his visible church, and publicly to observe and 
uphold his worship. “The Lord thy God hath chosen thee to be a peculiar people unto 
himself, above all people that are upon the face of the earth.” ““'The Lord had a delight in 
thy fathers to love them, and he chose their seed after them, even you, above all people.” It 
was especially on account of the application of the terms ELECT, CHOSEN, and PECULIAR, to 
the Jewish people, that they were so familiarly used by the Apostles in their Epistles 
addressed to the believing Jews and Gentiles, then constituting the Church of Christ in 
various places. For Christians were the subjects, also, of this second kind of election; the 
election of bodies of men to be the visible people and,church of God in the world, and to be 
endowed with peculiar privileges. ‘Thus they became, though in a more special and exalted 
sense, the chosen people, the elect of Gop. We say in a more special sense, because as the 
entrance into the Jewish church was by natural birth, and the entrance into the Christian 
church, properly so called, is by faith and a spiritual birth, these terms, although man 
became Christians by mere profession, and enjoyed various privileges‘in consequence of their 

eople or nation being chosén to receive the Gospel, have generally respect, in the New 
estament, to bodies of true believers, or to the whole body of true believers as such. 'The 


¢ 


ae 


are not, therefore, to be interpreted, according to the scheme of Dr. Taylor, of Norwich, by _ 


the constitution of the Jewish, but by the constitution of the Christian church. 

‘To understand the nature of this “election,” as applied sometimes to particular bodies of 
Christians, as when St. Peter says, “the church which is at Babylon, elected together with you,” 
and sometimes to the whole body of believers every where ; and also the reason of the frequent 
use of the term election, and of the occurrence of allusions to the fact, it is to be remembered, 
that a great religious revolution, so to speak, had occurred in the age of the Apostles; with 
the full import of which we cannot, without calling in the aid ofa little reflection, be adequatel 
impressed. This was no other than the’abrogation of the exurcH state of the Jews, whic 
had continued for somany ages. They had been the only visibly acknowledged people of God 
in all the nations of the earth; for whatever pious people might have existed in other nations, 
they were not, in the sight of men, and collectively, acknowledged as “the people of Jehovah.” 
They had no written revelations, no appointed ministry, no forms of authorized initiation into 
his church and covenant, no appointed holy days, ho sanctioned ritual. All these were pecu- 
liar to the Jews, who were, therefore, an elected and peculiar people. This distinguished 
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honour they were about to lose. They might have retained it, had they, by believing the 
Gospel, admitted the believing Gentiles of all na tions to share it with them but the great rea- 
son of their peculiarity and election, as-a nation, was terminated by the coming of the Messiah, 
“who was to be ‘a light to lighten the Gentiles,” as well as “the glory of his-people Israel.” 
Their pride and consequent unbelief resented this, which will explain their enmity to the 
pelieving part of the Gentiles, who, when that which St. Paul calls “the fellowship of the 
_ mystery” was fully explained, chiefly by the glorious ministry of that Apostle himself, were 
called ito this church relation and state of visible acknowledgment. as the people of God, 
which the Jews had eee enjoyed, and that with even a higher degree of glory, in propor- 
tion to the superior spirituali 


ity of the new dispensation. It was this doctrine which excited 
that ng irritation in the minds of the unbelieving Jews; and in some partially Christianized 
ones, to which so many references are made in the New Testament. They were “provoked,” 
were made “jealous ;” and were often roused to the madness of persecuting opposition by it. 
There was then a NEW ELECTION of a NEW PEOPLE of God, to be composed of Jews, not by. 
virtue of their NaTURAL DESCENT, but of their faith in Christ, and of Gentiles. of all-nations, 
also believing, and put, as believers, on equal ground with the believing Jews; and there was 
also a REJECTION, a reprobation, if the term please any one better; but not an absolute one: 
for THE ELECTION was offered to the Jews first, in every place, by offering them the Gospel. 
Some embraced it, and submitted to be the elect people of God, on the new ground of faith, 
instead of the old one of natural descent; and therefore the Apostle, Rom. xi, 7, calls the 
believing part of the Jews, “ the election,” in opposition to those who opposed this “election 
of grace,” and still clung to their former and now repealed election as Jews and the descend- 
ants of Abraham ;—“but the election hath obtained it, and the rest were blinded.” The offer 
had been made to the whole nation ; all might have joined the one body of believing Jews'and 
believing Gentiles; but the major part of them refused: they would not “come in to the sup- 
per;” they made “light of it;” light ofan eletion founded on faith, and which placed the 
relation of “the people of God” upon spiritual attainments, and offered to them only spiritual 
blessings. "They were, therefore, deprived of election and church relationship of every kin i= 
their temple was burned ; their political state abolished; their genealogies confounded ; their 
worship annihilated ; and all visible acknowledgment of them by God as a church withdrawn, 
and transferred to a church henceforward to be composed chiefly of Gentiles: and thus, says. 
St. Paul, Rom. x, 19, “were fulfilled the words of Moses, I will-provoke you to jealousy by 3 
them that are no people, and by a foolish (ignorant and idolatrous) people I will anger you.” 

It is easy now to see what is the import of the “calling” and “election” of the Christian 
church, as spoken of in the New Testament. It was not the calling and the electing of one. 
nation in particular to succeed the Jews ; but it was the calling and the electing of believers 
in ali nations, wherever the Gospel should be preached, to be in reality what the Jews had 
been but typically, and, therefore, in an inferior degree, the visible church of God, “his 
people,” under Christ “the Head ;” with an authenticated revelation; with an appointed 
ministry, never to be lost; with authorized worship; with holy days and festivals; with | 
instituted forms of initiation; and with special protection and favour. ; 

This second kind of election being thus explained, we may inquire, whether any thing arises 
out of it, either as it respects the Jewish church, or the Christian church, which’ obliges us in 
any degree to limit the explicit declarations of Scripture, as to the universal extent of the 
intentional benefit of the atonement of Christ. i 

With respect to the ancient election of the Jews to be the peculiar people and visible church 
of Gop, we may observe, ; : 

1. That it did not argue such a limitation of the saving mercy of God to them, as that their 
election secured the salvation of evety Jew individually. ‘This will be acknowledged by all; 
for, as the foundation of their church state was their natural relation to Abraham, and our 
Lord, with allusion to this, says to Nicodemus, “that which is born of the flesh is flesh,” none 
of them could be saved by virtue of being “ Jews outwardly.” re 

2. That it did not argue, that sufficient, though not equal means of salvation, were not left 
to the non-elected Gentile nations. These were still a “law unto themselves;” and “in 
pe pet says St. Peter, “he that feareth God, and worketh righteousness, is accepted 
with him.’ ; 

3. That, so far from the election of the Jewish nation arguing that the mercy of God was 
restrained from the Gentile nations, it is manifest that, great reason as the Almighty had to 
be provoked by their idolatries, the election of the Jews was intended for their benefit also ; 
that it was not only designed to preserve truth, but to diffuse it, and to counteract the spread 
of superstition and idolatry. The miracles wrought from age to age among them, exalted 
“Jehovah” above the gods of the heathen; rays of light from their sacred books and institu- 
tions spread far beyond themselves; the temple of Solomon had its court of the Gentiles, and 
the “stranger” from “a far country” had access to it, and enjoyed his right of praying to the 
true God; their captivities and dispersions wondrously fulfilled the purposes of justice as to 
them, and of mercy as to the nations into which they were carried; and their whole history 
bore an illustrious part in that series of the Divine dispensations by which the Gentile world 
was prepared for the coming of Christ, and the’establishment of his religion. This subject has 
already been adverted to and illustrated in the first part of this work. Jerusalem was, in an 
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‘or sense, literally “the joy of the whole earth ;” ante seed of - am,” all the 

ations of. the earth Ravojion all ages, in s degree, been blessed. ‘shat $ . 

~ With respect to the* election” of the Christian churc also observe, " A. & 

1. That neither does its election suppose such a speci grace of God, as secures infalli 

_ the salvation of every one of its members ; is, in other words, of every ; 3 
For to pass over the case of bees ar stians but in name, even true 


> who 
rted to give diligence to make their “ g and election sure ;” and are ed against 
ning bac to perdition.” We have also'seen, in the case of the apostates eeordien 
te 


the Epistle to the Hebrews, that, in point of fact, some.of those who had thus been actually 
._ elected, and ht into a state of salvation, had fallen away into a condition of extreme 


hazard, or of utter hopelessness. i; ? 
~ "9. ‘That the election of Christians, as members of the church of Christ, concludes nothing 
Se 4) : Gop being still exercised as to those who are not of the iil 


ainst the saving mercy of é : t¢ n 
e Calvinists cannot deny this; for many who are not now of the body of the visible _ 


e church of Christ, n ay, according to ‘their sche: led and chosen into that 

body, and thus partake of an election which, walleye wicked ien from 
~ the cl . of Christ, they do not actually partake of, whatever: the sec urposes 
of God concerning them. , WERE 4 Be : : 
3, That Christians are thus elected, and made the church of God, not in 


uence of 


nothing is to be argued from the actual election of the Christian 
acknowledged people on earth, in favour of the doctrine. lection limi 
Lord’s atonement; but, on the contrary, this election of the church has, 
causes, the illumination of the world. But as C vinistic commentators h 
confounded this elective election with personal election, (a doctrine to which, in its proper 
place, we shall prese tye ttars) and have, in consequence, misunderstood. and misinterpreted 
the argument of St. Paul, in the ninth, tenth, and eleventh chapters of his Epistle to the 
Romans: this celebrated discourse of the Apostle requires to be briefly examined. 
Let the reader, then, take the Epistle in his hand, and follow the argument in these chap- 
ters, with reference to the determining of the two main questions at issue, namely, whether 
ersonal or collective election be the subject of the Apostle’s discourse; and whether the 
‘election, of which he speaks, of whatever kind it may be,.is, in the sense of the Calvinists, 
unconditional. as ete 
Let us examine the discourse, first, with reference to the question of personal or collective 
election. <0 Se : we > = ite 
It is acknowledged by all, that, whatever other subjects the Apostle may or may not connect 
with it, he treats of the casting off of the Jews, as the sible aurch of Gop, and the 
of the Gentiles into that relation. For the case of the Jews he expresses great ‘ sor 
heart ;” not indeed because God had now determined eSumnes i ; 


Ww 
V ‘ t visible church upon & 
new principle, that of faith, and to constitute it no lone upon that of natural descent fr 
Abraham ; for to announce this doctrine St. Paul was chosen to be an Apostle, and to ¢a 
earnest and extensive labours, not only the Gentiles, but the Jews thank fully to submit 
by receiving the Gospel: but he had great “ sorrow of heart,” both on account of their having” 
rejected this gracious offer, and of the calamities which the approaching destruction of Bs 
nation would bring upon them, verses 1, 2. The enumeration which he makes in yerses 4 
5, of the religious honours and privileges of the Jewish nation, while it remained a church — 
accomplishing the purposes of God, shows that he did not intend, by proclaiming the_ne' 
foundation on which God would now construct his church, and elect to himself a people out 
all nations, to detract at all from the divinity or glory of the Mosaic dispensation: : 
_. The objection made, in the minds of the Jews, to this doctrine of the abolition of th 7 ish 
visible church as founded upon the descent from Abraham, in the line of Isaac, Se may 
collect from verse 6, that it was contrary to the word and promise of Ged made to Abraham. 
This objection St. Paul first refutes :—“Not as though the word of God hath taken none 
effect,” literally “has fallen,” or “ fallen to the ground,” that is, has not been accomplished ; 
or as though this election of a new church, ees a only of believing Jews and Gentiles, was 


contrary to the promises made to Abraham, Gen. xvii,7, 8, “I will establish my covenant 
between me and thee, for an everlasting covenant, to be a God unto hen and D thy eed 
after thee.” This he proves, from several ee Sader the Jews could not deny, as bangin 
the records of their own history. “ By these facts he shows, that the exclusion . a part of the 
seed of Abraham, at various times, from being the visible ch of God, was not, as the_ 
Jews themselves must allow, any violation of the covenant with Abraham. - Hefirs J . 
the case of the descendants of Jacob himself, although he was the son of Isaac. “Allare e 
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eat (God’s visible church and acknowledged people, who are of Israel,” or Jacob; 
i 


at part of the ten tribes who had be ; 

of Judah, had never returned, ha | never been again collected into a people, and had, for ages, 
been cast out of their ancient ch state 

“of Israel,” that is, descendants of Jaco 


fe 7 og -> ae 
- From Jacob he ascends to Abraham, verse 7: tee a because they are the see rot * 


Abraham, are they all children,” that is, Abraham’s *; se; “but 
in Tsaac,” not in Ishmael, “ thy sxEp be called ;” “that-is, they which are the children of 
the flesh,” Ishmael by Hagar, and his descendants, “ pnt not the children of God. But 
the ch of the promise,” Isaac, born of Sarah, and his descendants, “are counted for the 
seed,” meaning, obviously, for that seed to whom the promise refers. He otal a thirdinstance | 
his election and exclusion taken from the children of Isaac, ver. 10- a 

s; but when Rebecca, also had’ conceived by one, even by our father Isaac; | for the 
hildren being not yet born, neither having done good or evil, that the purpose of God_ 
accord i 


works, i him that} ;) it was said unto her, The elder ‘shall serve the younger. As 


it is written, Jacob have I 1 ved, but Esau have I hated.” On this last passage, so often 
erverted to serve the system of Calvinian election and reprobation, a few remarks more at 
large may be allowed. — # 4 a : 
1. The fi. oe of the Apostle, of which this instancé is in continuance, requires us to 
understand that he is still speaking of “the seed” intended in the promise, which did not 
comprise all the descendants either of . am, or Isaac, or Jacob, for he brings instances of 
C ted to be his visible church: he is not therefore 


indgme ments wh 
3. If the Apostle, in this instance of Jacob and Esau, speaks of the rejection or reprobation 


-on that account, there was a failure of his covenant with Abraham; “What shall we say 
then, Tether unteheousnes with God? God forbid.” The word unrighteousness is eer 
taken in the sense of injustice, but is sometimes used in the sense of falsehood and unfaithful- 
“ness, by the writers of the New Testament, as well as by the LX X ; and in this sense it well 
ae ith the Apostle’s reasoning; “Is there then unfaithfulness with God,” because he 
has so frequently limited the promise made to the seed of Abraham, to particular branches of 
that seed? The Apostle demies that in this there was any unfaithfulness, or, in the sense of 
injustice, which perhaps is to be preferred, any “unrighteousness in God;” and the Jews 
themselves were Found to agree with him, since, as the Apostle adds, it was a general princi- 
ple laid down in their own law, by the Lawgiver himself when speaking to Moses, and by 
which, therefore all such promises of special favour must be interpreted,—“I will have mercy 
on whom [ will have mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I will have compassion.” 
The connection of these words, as they stand in Exodus xxxiii, 19, shows that the mercy and 
grace here spoken of, refer not, as Beza would have it, to that mercy exercised to individuals 
which ‘supposes misery, and consists in the exercise of pardon ; but to the granting of special 
favours and privileges, For’ the words are spoken to Moses, in answer to his prayer, “I 
beseech thee, show me thy glory.” To him God had before said, verse 17, “Thou hast found 
grace in my sight, and I know thee by thy name.” He was not, therefore, in the case of a 
guilty, miserable man. Nor do the words-refer to the forgiveness of the people at his inter- 
cession. This had been done; the transaction, as to them, had been finished, as the history 
shows; and then Moses, encouraged by the success of his intercessions for them, makes a bold 
but wholly personal request for himself, “And he said, I beseech thee, show me thy glory. 
And he said, I will make all my goodness pass before thee, and I will proclaim the name of 
the Lorp before thee ; and will be gracious,” in showing these great condescensions, “to whom 
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ing to election,” the election of one in preference to the other, “ at stand, not of . 
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I will be gracious, and will show mercy on whom I will show mercy.” God has aright to © 
select whom he pleases to enjoy special privileges ; in this there is no “unrighteousness,” and, 
therefore, in limiting those favours to such branches of Abraham’s.seed, as he chose to elect, ~ 
neither his justice nor his truth was impeached. This is obvious, when the words are inter- 
preted of the election of collective bodies of men, and of the individuals which compose them, 
to peculiar favours and religious privileges; while yet all others have still the means of 
salvation. ‘The onus lies only upon them'who interpret this part of Scripture of personal 
“unconditional election and reprobation, to show how it can, be a “righteous” proceeding to 
unish men for not availing themselves of means of salvation which are never afforded the 
his is manifestly “unrighteous ;” but in the election and rejection spoken of by the Apostle, 
he expressly denies that there is “unrighteousness with Gop ;” he does this in a solemn 
manner, “God forbid:” and, therefore, the kind of election and rejection, of which he speaks, 
is not the unconditional election.and reprobation of individuals to or from eternal salvation. 
The conclusion of the Apostle’s answer to the objection of the Jews, that the casting off a _ 
part of the Jewish nation, even all who did not believe in Christ, was contrary to the promi- © 
ses made to Abraham, is, ‘So then it.is not of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but 
-of God that showeth mercy.” He grants special fayours, as the term “showing mercy,” in 
the preceding verse, has been already proved to mean ; and in granting these special favours he 
often acts contrary to the designs and efforts of men, and frustrates both. ‘The allusion con- 
tained in these words, to the case of Isaac and Esau, is, therefore, highly beautiful and appro- 
priate— it is not of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth.” Isaac willed that Esau, the 
first-born, should have the blessing ; and Esau ran for the venison as the means of obtaini 
it; but still Jacob obtained it. The blessing was not, however, a personal one, but refered 
to the people of whom Jacob was to be the progenitor, as the history given by Moses will 
show. Thus this case also affords no example of personal election. ; } 
The Apostle having proved that there was neither unfaithfulness nor unrighteousness in | 
God, in selecting from his own good pleasure, from his sovereignty if the term please better, the x 
persons to be endowed with special religious honours and privileges, proceeds to show, with 
reference not only to the exclusion of the Jews, as a nation, from the visible church, but also 
to the terrible judgments which our Lord himself had predicted, and which were about, to 
come upon them, that he exercises also the prerogative of making some notorious sinners, and 
especially when they set themselves to oppose his’purposes, the eminent and unequivocal ob- 
jects of his displeasure. Here again he uses for illustration an example taken from the Jew- 
ish Scriptures. But let the example be marked. Had it been his intention to show, that the 
personal election of Isaac and Jacob necessarily implied the personal reprobation of Ishmael 
and Esau ; and that their not receiving special privileges necessarily cut them off from salva- 
tion, so that being left to themselves they became objects of wrath, then would he have 
selected them as his illustrative examples, for this would have been required by his argument. 
But he selects Pharaoh, not a descendant of Abraham ; a person not involved in the cases of | 
non-election which had taken place in Abraham’s family ; but a notoriously wicked prince, © 
and one who resolved to oppose himself to the designs of Gop in the deliverance of Israel 
from bondage. His doctrine, then, manifestly is, that when these two characters meet in 
individuals, or in nations, notorious vice’and flagrant opposition to Gon’s plans and purposes, 
he often makes them the objects of his special displeasure; giving them up to the hardness of 
their hearts, and postponing their destruction to make it more impressively manifest to the 
world. In every respect Pharaoh was a most appropriate example to illustrate the case of 

_the body of the unbelieving Jews, who, when the Apostle wrote, were under the sentence of a 
terrible excision. Pharaoh had several times hardefied his own heart ; now God hardens it, 
that is, in Scripture language, withdraws his all gracious interposition, and gives him up. So 
the Jews had hardened their hearts against repeated calls of Christ-and his Apostles ; now 
God was about to give them up, as a nation, to destruction. Pharaoh was not suddenly cut 
off, but was spared; “for this same purpose have I raised thee up” from the effect of so many 
plagues ; that is, [ have not destroyed thee outright. ‘The LXX translate, “thou hast been 
preserved ;” for the Hebrew word rendered by us, “raised up,” never signifies to bring a per- 
son or thing into being, but to preserve, support, establish, or make to stand. Thus, also, the 
Jews had not been instantly cut off; but had been “ endured with much long-suffering,” to’ 
give them an opportunity of repentance, of which many availed themselves; and the re- 
mainder were still endured, though they were filling up the measure of their iniquities, and 
would,in the end, but by their own fault, display more eminently the justice and severity of Gop. 
Pharaoh’s crowning offence was his rebellious opposition to the designs of God in taking 
Israel out of Egypt, and establishing them in Canaan as an independent nation, and as the 
church of God ; the Jews filled up the measure of their iniquities by endeavouring to with- 

_ stand the purpose of God as to the Gentiles ; his purpose to elect a church, composed of both 
Jews and Gentiles, only on the ground of faith, and this made the cases parallel. ‘Therefore, 
says the Apostle, it follows from all these examples, that “he hath mercy on whom he will 
have mercy,” gives special religious advantages to those whom he wills to elect for this pur- 
pose ; “and whom he will,” whom he chooses to select as examples from among notorious 
sinners who rebelliously oppose his designs, “he hardeneth,” or gives up to a hardness which 
they themselyes have cherished. In verse 19, the Jew is again introduced as an objector. 
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. Thou wilt say then unto me, Why doth he yet find fault ? for who hath resisted his will 2” 

An to this St. Paul answers, “Nay but, O man, who art thou that repliest against God? 

» Shall the thing formed say to him fe hae it, Why hast thou made me thus?” verse 20. 
he usual way in ah 1 objection is explained, by non-Calvinistic commentators, is ;—if 
he continuance of the Jews in a state of disobedience was the consequence of the determina- 
‘tion of God to leave th ) themselves, why should God still find fault? If they had be- 
come obdurate by the judicial withholding of'his grace, why should the Jews still be blamed, 
since his will had not been resisted, but accomplished? If this be the sense of the objection, 
then the import of the Apostle’s answer will be, that it is both perverse and wicked for a nation 
justly given up to obduracy, “to reply against God,” or “debate” the case with him; and 
that it ought, silently at least to submit to its penal dereliction, recollecting that God has an 
absol: wer over nations, not only to raise them to peculiar honours-and privileges, and: 
te take them away, as “the potter has power over the clay to make one vessel to honour, and 
another to dishonour;” but to leave them to fill up the measure of their sins, that his judg- 
_ ments may be the more conspicuous. ~ That this is a better and more consistent sense than 
that forced upon these words by Calvinistic commentators, may be freely admitted ; but it 
~ Is not wholly satisfactory. ¢ : 

For, 1. One sees not what can be expected from a people judicially given up, but a “ re- 
plying against God ;” or what end is to be answered by taking any pains to teach a people, 

in this hopeless case, not “ to reply against God,” but to suffer his judgments ih silence. 

2. As little discoverable, if this be the meaning, is the appropriateness of the Apostle’s 
allusion to the parable of the potter, in Jeremiah, chap. xviii. There Almighty God declares 
his absolute power over nations to give them what form and condition he pleases; but still 
under these rules, that he repents of the evil which he threatens against wicked nations, when 
they repent, and withdraws:his blessings from them when they are abused. But this illus- 
tration 1s surely not appropriate to the case of a nation-given up to final obduracy, because 
the parable of the potter supposes the time of trial, as to such nations, not yet passed. “O 
house of Israel, cannot I do with you as this potter? saith the Lord. Behold, as the clay is 
in’ the potter’s hand, so are ye in mine hand, O house of Israel. At what instant I shall 
speak concerning a nation, and concerning a kingdom, to pluck up, and to pull down, and to 
destroy it: if that nation, against whom I have pronounced, turn from their evil, I will repent 
of the evil that I thought to do unto them. And at what instant I shall speak concerning. a 
nation and concerning a kingdom, to build and to plant it; if it do evil in my sight, that it 
obey not my voice, then I will repent of the good, wherewith I said I would benefit them.” 
There is here no allusion to nations being kept in a state of judicial dereliction and obduracy, 
in order to make their punishment more conspicuous. f : 

_ 3. When the Apostle speaks of the potter making of the “same lump, one vessel to honour 
and another to dishonour,” the last term does not fully apply to the state of a people devoted 
to inevitable destruction. It is true, that in a following verse he speaks of “vessels of wrath 
fitted to destruction ;” but that is in another view of the case of the Jews, as we-shall imme- 

diately show ; nor does he affirm that they were “fitted to destruction” by God. There 
he speaks of what men fit themselves for; or that fitness for the infliction of the Divine wrath 
upon them, which they themselves, by their perverseness, create. Here he speaks of an act 
of God, using the figure of a potter forming some vessels “ to honour, others to dishonour.”? 
But dishonour is not destruction. No potter makes vessels to destroy them; and we may be 
certain, that when Jeremiah went down to the potter’s house, to see him work the clay upon 
“the wheel,” that the potter was not employed in forming vessels to destroy them: On the 
contrary, says the Prophet, when the lump of clay was “ marred in his hand ;” so that not 
for want of skill in himself, but of proper quality in the clay, it took not the form he designed, 
of the same lump he made “ another vessel, as it seemed good to the potter to make it ;?--a 
meaner vessel, as the inferior quality or temper of the clay admitted, instead of that finer and 
more ornamental form which it would not take. The’application of this was natural and 
easy to the house of Israel. It had become alump of marred clay in the hands of the potter, 
which answered not to his design, and yielded not to his will. This illustrated the case of the 
Jews previous to the captivity of Babylon: they were marred in his hand, they were not an- 
swering the design for which he made them a people ; but then the potter gave the stubborn 
clay another, though a baser form, and did not cast it away. from him: he put the Jews into 
the condition of slaves and captives in . strange land, and reduced them from their honoura- 
ble rank among the nations. This might have been averted by their repentance; but when 
the clay became utterly “ marred,” it was turned into this inferior and less honourable form 
and state. But all this was not excision ; not destruction: The proceeding was corrective, 
as well as punitive; it brought them to repentance in Babylon; and God “repented him of 
the evil.” The potter took even that vessel which had been made unto dishonour for seventy 
years, and made of it again “a vessel unto honour,” by restoring the polity and church rela- 
tion of the Jews. 

4, The interpretation to which these objections are made, also supposes that the body of 
the Jewish nation had arrived at a state of dereliction already. But this epistle was written 
several years before the destruction of Jerusalem; and although the threatening had gone 
forth, as to the dereliction and “ hardening” of the perseveringly impenitent, it is plain, from 
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y you, his nressenger. 
he . ews? for who 


hath resisted his will?” According to your own doctrine, he choose: , and rejects 
us; his will is accomplished, not resisted: “why then doth he still fim fe may grant 


andthe shutting out of all conditions; but then it is to be remembered, that it. 1s the objection 
of a perverse and capnianr ar Jew; and that it is refuted, not conceded, by the Apostle ; for 
he proceeds wholly to cut off all ground and pretence of “ replying against God,” by his refer- 


their own “fault ;” and therefore, notwithstanding the objection of the perverse Jew, “fault” 
might be found with them who refused the glory of a higher church estate than that which 


3. What follows verse 22 serves farther, and by another view, to silence-the objecting Jew. 
It was true, that the body of the Jewish people in Judea, and their polity, would be destroyed : 
our Lord had predicted it; and the Apostles frequently, but tenderly, advert to it. This pre- 
diction did not, however, prove that the Jews were, at the time the Apostle wrote, generally, 
in a state of entire and hopeless dereliction ; or the Apostle would not so earnestly have sought, 
and so fervently have prayed for their salvation. Nor did that event itself prove, that those 
who still remained, and.to this day remain, were given up entirely by God; for if so, why 
should the church have been, in all ages, taught to look for their restoration: no time being 
fixed, and no signs established, to enable us to conclude that the dereliction had been aken 
off? The temporal punishment of the Jews of Judea had no connection with the aioe of 
their salvability as a people. To this sad national event, however, the Apostle adverts, in the 
next verses. “What,” or besides, “if God, willing to show his wrath, and to make his power 
known, endured with much long-suffering, the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction; and that 
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he might make known the riches of his glory, on the vessels of mercy, which he had before 
prepared to glory, even us, whom he hath called, not of the Jews only, but also of the Gen- 
tiles. As he saith also in Osee, I will call them my people, who were not my people,” &c. 
ver, 22-25. ‘The Apostle does not state his conclusion, but leaves it to be understood. He 
intended it manifestly, farther to silence the perverse objections of the Jews; and he gives it 
as a proof, not 0. reignty alone, but of sovereignty and justice; sovereign mercy to the 
Gentiles; but ju ws: as though he had said, this porta is also righteous, and 
leaves no room | nst God. ai oe 3 : 

The metaph els” is still carried on; but by “vessels of dishonour, formed by the 
potter,” and “ve of wrath, fitted for destruction,” he does not mean vessels in the same 
condition ; but ferent conditions. ‘This is plain, from the difference of expression adopted : 
“vessels unto dishonour,” and “ vessels of wrath ;” but as the Apostle’s reasoning is evidently 
influenced b reference he has made to the parables of the potter, in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth chapters of Jeremiah, we must ag ain refer to that prophecy for illustration. In all 
the examples which, in this discourse, St. Paul takes out of the Old Testament, it has been 
justly observed by critics, that he quotes briefly, and only so as to give to the Jews, who were 
well acquainted with their Scriptures, the key to the whole context in which the passages stand 
to which he directs their attention. So in the verses before us, by referring to the potter form- 
ing the vessels on the wheel, he directs them to the whole section of prophecy, of which that 
is the introduction. By examining this it will be found, that the Prophet, in delivering his 
message, makes use of the work of the potter for illustration, in two states, and for two pur- 
poses. The first we have explained :—the giving to the mass, marred in the hands of the potter, 
another form ; which expressed that dishonoured, and humbled state, in which the Jews, both 
for punishment and correction, were placed under captivity in Babylon. But connected with 
the humbling of this proud people, by rejecting them for seventy years, as God’s visible church, 
was also the terrible destruction of Jerusalem, and the temple itself. With reference to this, 
the Prophet, in the nineteenth chapter, which is a continuation of the eighteenth, receives this 
command, “Thus saith the Lord, Go and get a potter’s earthen bottle, and take of the ancients 
of the people, and the ancients of the priests; and go forth unto the valley of the sons of Hin- 
nom, which is by the entry of the east gate, and proclaim there the words that I shall tell thee, 
and say, Hear ye the word of the Lord, O kings of Judah, and inhabitants of Jerusalem: Thus 
saith the Lord of Hosts, the God of Israel; behold, I will. bring evil upon this place, the which 
whosoever heareth, his ears shall tingle.” . And then having delivered his awful message in 
various forms of malediction, he is thus commanded, in yerse 10, “Then shalt thou break the 
bottle in the sight of the men that go with thee, and shalt say unto them, Thus saith the Lord © 
of Hosts; even so will I break'this people and this city, as one breaketh a potter’s vessel, that 
cannot be made whole again.” As chis stands in the same section of prophecy as the parable 
of the forming of vessels out of clay by the potter, can it be doubted to what the Apostle refers 
when he speaks, not only ot “vessels made unto dishonour,” but also of “vessels of wrath fitted 
for destruction?” The potter’s earthen bottle, broken by Jeremiah, was “a vessel of wrath 
fitted for destruction,” though'not in the intention of the potter who formed it; and the breaking 
or destruction of it, represented, as the Prophet himself says, the destruction of the city, temple, 
and polity of the Jews, by the invasion of the forces of the king of Babylon. The coming 
destruction of the temple, city, and polity of the Jews by the Romans was thereby fitly repre- 
sented by the same figure in words, that is, the destruction of gan earthen vessel by violent 
fracture, as the former calamity had been represented by it in action. Farther, the circumstan- 
ces of these two great national punishments signally answer to each other. In the former, the 
Jews ceased to be the visible church of God for seventy years; in the latter, they have been 
also unchurched for many ages. ‘Their temporary rejection as the visible church of God when 
they were taken into captivity by Nebuchadnezzar, was marked, also, by circumstances of 
severe and terrible vengeance, by invasion, and the destruction of their politicalstate. ‘Their 
longer rejection, as God’s church, was also accompanied by judgments of the same kind, and 
by their more terrible excision and dispersion, as a body politic. As the Prophet refers to both 
circumstances, so, in his usual manner of teaching by action, he illustrates both by symbols. 
The first, by the work of the potter on the wheels; the second, by taking ‘‘an earthen bottle, 
a. vessel out of the house of the potter, and destroying it before the eyes of the ancients of the 
people and the ancients of the priests.” The Apostle, in like manner, refers to both events, 
and makes use of the same symbols verbally. ‘The “dishonoured” state of the Jews, as no 
longer acknowledged by God as his people, since they would not enter the new church, the 
New Jerusalem, by fuith, is shown by the vessel formed by the potter unto “dishonour ;” the 
collateral calamities brought upon their city, temple, and nation, arising out of their enormous 
sins, is shown by allusion to the Prophet’s breaking another vessel, an earthen bottle. This 
temporal destruction of the Jews by the Roman invasion, was also figurative of the future and 
final punishment of all persevering unbelievers. As to the Jews of that day living in Judea, 
the nation of the Jews, the punishment figured by the broken vessel, was final, for they were 
destroyed by the sword, and wasted by slavery; and as to all who persevered in unbelief, the 
future punishment in eternity would be final and hopeless, “as one breaketh a potter’s vessel 
that cannot be made whole again :” a sufficient proof that St. Paul is not speaking of the vessel 
in its state of clay, on the potter’s wheel, which might be made whole again; and, therefore, 
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e punishment figured by that was not final, but corrective ; for the Jews, though made vessels 
‘unto dishonour in Babylon, were made vessels of honour on their res oration ; and the 
Jews now, though for a much lon hate existing as “vessels of dishonour,” shall be finally 

“restored, brought into the church of Christ, acknowledged to be his people, as the believing 
Ger es are, and thus, united with them, again be made “ vessels unto honour.” 

e application of the Apostle’s words, in the verses just commented upon, as intended to 
silence the “replying” of the Jews against God, is now obvious. ‘They could urge no charge 
upon God for making them vessels of dishonour by taking away their church state, for that was. 
their own fault; they were “marred in his hands,” and they yielded not to his design. But, 
their case was no more hopeless than that of the Jews in Babylon ; they might still be again 
made vessels of honour. And then, a5, the case of the “ vessels of wrath fitted for destruc- 
tion,” those stubborn J ews, who were bringing upon themselves the Roman invasion, with 
the destruction of their city and nation; and all perverse, unbelieving Jews, who continued, 
in other parts of the world, to reject the Gospel; although their approaching punishment 
would be final and remediless, yet was there no ‘ground for them “to reply against God” on 


= 


that account, as though this dispensation of wrath were the result of unconditional predes- 
tination rigid sovereignty. ‘On the contrary, it was an act of pure and unquestionable 
justice, which the Apostle proves by its being brought upon themselves by their own sins ; 
and by the circumstance that it did not take place until after God had “ endured them with 
much long-suffering. $ / ? 

1. The destruction was brought upon themselves by their own-sins. This is manifest from 
all the instances in the New Testament, in which their. sins are charged upon them as the 
cause of their calamities, and which need not be quoted; and also from the expression in the 
text before us, vessels ‘fitted to destruction.” The word might as well have been rendered 
“adapted to destruction,” which fitness or congruity for punishment can be produced only 
by sin; and this sin must have been their own choice and fault, unless we should blasphem- 
ously make God the author of sin, which but a few Calvinistic divines have been bold enough 
to affirm. Nor are we to overlook the change of speech which the Apostle uses (4) when 
speaking of “the vessels of mercy.” Their “preparation unto glory” is ascribed expressly to 
God,—“ which ne-had afore prepared unto glory ;” but of the vessels of wrath the Apostle 

- simply says passively, “fitted to destruction,” leaving the agent to be inferred from the nature 
of the thing, and from the testimony of Scripture, which uniformly ascribes the sins of men to 
themselves, and their punishment to their sins. 

2. The justice of God’s proceeding as: incorrigible Jews is still more strongly marked 
by the declaration, that these vessels of wrath fitted, or adapted, to destruction, were “endured 
with much long-suffering.” To say that their punis ut was delayed to render it more 
conspicuous, after they had been left or given up by God, d be no impeachment of God’s 
justice; but it is much more consonant to the tenor of Scriptureo consider the “ long-suffer- 
ing” here mentioned, as exercised previously to their being given up to the hardness of their 
hearts, like Pharaoh, and even after they were, in a rigid construction of he oporn “fitted 


for destruction :” the, punishment being delayed to afford them still farther portunities for 
repentance. The barren tree, in our Lord’s parable, was the emblem. of the Jewish nation, 
and no one can deny that after the Lord had come for many years “seeking fruit and finding 
none,” this fruitless’ tree was “fitted” to be cut down; and yet it was “endured with much 
long-suffering.” ‘This views, also, farther supported by the import of the word * long-suf- 
fering,” and its use in the New Testament. Long-suffering is a mode of mercy, and the reason 
of its exercise is only to be found in a merciful tntention. ence  eoodness, and forbearance, 
and jong-suffering,” are united by the Apostle, in another part of this Epistle, when speaking 
of these very Jews, in a passage which may be considered as strictly parallel with that before. 
us. ‘Or despisest thou the riches of his goodness and forbearance, and long-suffering ; not 
knowing that the goodness of God leadeth thee to repentance? But after thy hardness and 
impenitent heart treasurest up unto thyself wrath against the day of wrath, and revelation of 
the righteous judgment of Gop ;” which “wrath” the long-suffering of God was exercised to 
prevent, by leading them “to repentance,” Rom. ii, 4, 5. So also St. Peter teaches us, that 
the end of God’s long-suffering to men is a merciful one: he is “long-suffering to us-ward 
not willing that any should perish, but that all should come to repentance.” The passage in’ 
pueenons therefore, cannot be understood of persons derelict and forsaken of God, as though 
the long-suffering of God, in enduring them, were a part of the process of “showing his wrath 
and making his power known.” Doddridge, a moderate Calvinist, paraphrases it: “ What if 
God, resolving” at last “to manifest his wrath, and make his power known, hath. in the 
meantime, “endured with much long-suffering” those who shall finally appear to be “the vessels, 
of wrath fitted to destruction?” to which there is no objection, provided it be allowed that in 
this meantime” they might have repented and obtained mercy. ; 

Thus the proceedings of God as to the Jews shut out all “reply” and “debate” with God. 
Nothing was unjust in his conduct to the impenitent among them, for they were vessels of 
wrath fitted for destruction,” wicked men justly liable to it, and yet, before God proceeded to 
his work of judgment, he endured them with forbearance, and gave them many opportunities _ 
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‘of coming into his church on the new election of believers both of Jews and Gentiles. An 
as to this election the whole was a question not of justice but of grace, and God had the 
unquestionable right of forming a new believing people, “not of the Jews only, but also of 
the Gentiles,” and of filling them, as “vessels of honour,” with those riches, that fulness of 
glory, as his now acknowledged church, for whieh he had “afore prepared them” by faith, the 
only ground of their admission into his covenant. The remainder of the chapter, on which 
we have commented, contains citations from the prophecies, with respect to the salvation of. 
the “remnant,” of the believing J ews, and the calling of the Gentiles. The tenth and eleventh 
chapters, which continue the discourse, need ho particular examination ; but will be found to’ 
contain nothing but what soa obviously refers to ig Sollsctive jection of the Jewish nation, 
and the collective election of the “remnant” of beli ving Jews, along with all believing Gen- 
tiles, into the visible church of God, Yee ; OMY are, 

We have now considered this discourse of the Apostle Paul, with reference to the question 
of personal or collective election, and_find that it can be interpreted only of the latter. Let 
us consider it, secondly, with reference to the question of unconditional election, a doctrine 
which we shall certainly find in it; but in a sense very different from that in which it is held 
by Calvinists. _ s is 5 : ie ‘ 

By unconditional election, divines of this class understand an election o persons to eternal 
life without respect to their faith or obedience, these qualities in them being supposed neces- 
sarily to follow as consequences of their election ; by unconditional reprobation, the counter- 
part of the former doctrine, is meant a non-election or rejection of certain persons frometernal 
salvation; unbelief and disobedience following this rejection as necessary consequences. Such 
kind of election and rejection has no place in this chapter, although the subject of it is the 
election and rejection of bodies eigen, which is a case more unfettered-with conditions than 
any other. We have, indeed, in it several instances of unconditional election. Such was 
that of the descendants of Isaac to be God’s visible ‘church, in preference to those of Ishmael ; 
such was that of Jacob, to the exclusion of Esau; which election was déclared when the 
children were yet in the womb, before they had done “ good or evil ;” so that the blessing of 
the special covenant did not descend upon the posterity of J acoh, because of any righteousness 
in Jacob, nor was it taken away from the descendants of Esau, because of any wickedness in 
their progenitor. In like manner, when Almighty God determined no longer to found his 
visible church upon natural descent from Abraham in the line of Isaac and J acob, nor in any 
line according to the flesh; but to make faith in his Son Jesus Christ the gate of admission 
into this privilege, he acted according to the same sovereign pleasure. It is not impossible 
to conceive that he might have carried on his saving purposes among the Gentiles through 
Christ, without setting up a visible church among them; as, before the coming of Christ he 
carried on such purposes in the Gentile nations, (unless we suppose that all but the Jews 
perished} without collecting them into a body, and making himself their head as his church, 
and calling himself “their God” by special covenant, and by visible and constant signs 
acknowledging them to be “his people.” Greatly inferior would have been the mercy to the 
Gentile world had this plan been adopted; and, as far as it appears to us, the system of 
Christianity would have been much less efficient. We are, indeed, bound to believe this, since 
Divine wisdom and goodness have determined on another mode of procedure; but still it is 
conceivable. On the contrary, the purpose of God was now not only to continue a visible 
church in the world, but to extend it in its visible, collective, and organized form, into all 
nations, Yet this resolve rested on no goodness in those who were to be subjects of it: both 
Jews and Gentiles were “concluded under sin,” and “the whole world was guilty before 
God.” As this plan is carried into effect by extending itself into different nations, we see 
the same. sovereign pleasure.. A man of Macedonia appears to Paul in a vision by night, and 
eries, “Come over and help us;” but we have no reason to believe that the Macedonians were 
better than other Gentiles, although they were elected to the enjoyment of the privileges and 
advantages of eyangelical ordinances, So in modern times parts of Hindostan have been 
elected to receive the Gospel, and yet its inhabitants presented nothing more worthy of this 
election than the people of Tibet, or California, who have not yet been elected. We call 
this sovereignty ; not indeed in the sense of many Calvinistic writers, who appear to under- 
stand by the sovereign acts of God those procedures which he adopts only to show that he 
has the power to execute them; but because the reasons of them, whether t ey are reasons of 
judgment, or wisdom, or mercy, are hidden from us—either that we have no immediate 
miterest in them, or that they are too deep and ample for our comprehension, or because it is 
an important lesson for men to be taught to bow with reverent submission to his regal pre- 
rogatives. ‘This is the unconditional’election and non-election taught’ by the Apostle in this 
chapter; but what we deny is, that either the spiritual blessings connected with religious 
privileges follow: as necessary consequences from. this election ; or that unbelief, disobedience, 
and eternal ruin follow in the same manner from non-election. Of both these opinions the 
Apostle’s discourse itself furnishés abundant refutation. 4 : 

' Let us take the instances of election. The descendants of Abraham in the line of Isaac 
and Jacob were elected ; but true faith, and obedience, and salvation, did not follow as infal- 
lible consequents of that election. On the contrary, the “Jew outwardly,” and the “Jew 
inwardly,” were always distinguished in the sight of God; and the children of Abraham's 
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sth, not the children of Abraham’s body, were the true es God.” Again, the Gen- 
era sng lee to be the visib é church of God; but obedience and salvation did not 
follow as necessary cohsequents of this election. © On the contrary, many Gentiles chosen to 
special religious privileges have, in all ages, glected the great salvation, and have perished, 
though professing the name of ee ; and in-that pure age in which St. Paul wrote, when 
comparatively few Gentiles entered the church but with a sincere faith in Christ, he warns 
all of the danger of excision for unbelief and disobedience :—“ Thou standest by faith; be not 
high minded, but fear.” “For if God spared not the natural branches, take heed lest he also 
spare not thee.”—“ Toward thee goodness, if thou continue in his goodness; otherwise thou 
algo shalt be cut off” Certain, therefore, it is, that although this collective election of bodies 
of men to religious privileges, and to become the visible church of God, be unconditional, the 
salvation to which these privileges were designed to lead, depends upon personal faith and 
obedience. é “a adie ci Rigg ees TEER 
~ Let us turn then, to the instances of non-election or rejection ; and here it will be found that 
unbelief, disobed: Cis, and punishment, do not follow as infallible consequents of this dispen- 
‘sation. Abraham was greatly interested for Ishmael, and obtained, in answer to his prayer, 
at least temporal promises in his behalf, and in that of his posterity; and there is no reason 
“soreenainde from any thing which occurs in the sacred writers, that his Arabian descendants 
were shut out, except by their own choice and fault, at any tame, from the hopes of salvation ; 
at least previous to their embracing the imposture of Mohammed : for if so, we must give 
up Job and his friends as reprobates. ‘The knowledge of the true God existed long in Arabia ; 
and “ Arabians” were among the fruits of primitive Christianity, as we:learn from the Acts 
of the Apostles. Sapa : : i : 
~ Nor have we any ground to conclude that the Edomites, as such, were excluded from the 
mercies of God, because of their non-election as his visible church. ‘Their proximity to the 
Jewish nation must have served to preserve among them a considerable degree of religious 
knowledge; and their continuance as a people for many ages, may argue at least no great 
enormity of wickedness among them: which is confirmed by the reasons given for their 
ultimate destruction. The final malediction against this people is uttered by the Prophet 
Malachi. “Whereas Edom saith, We are impoverished, but we will return and build the 
desolate places; thus saith the Lord of Hosts, ‘They shall build, but I will throw down ; and 
they shall call them, the BORDER oF WIcKEDNESS, and, the people against whom the Lord 
hath indignation for ever,” i, 4. Thus their destruction was.the result of their “wickedness” 
in the later periods of their history; nor have we any reason to conclude that this was more 
inevitable than that of other ancient nations, whom God, as in the case of Assyria, called to 
repentance; but who, not regarding the call, were finally. destroyed. ‘That the Edomites 
were not, in more ancient times, the objects of the Divine displeasure, is manifest from Deut. 
ii, 5, where it is recorded that God commanded the Israelites, “‘ Meddle not with them; for I 
will not give you of their land, no, not so much as a foot breadth; because I have given Mount 
Scir unto Esau for a possession.” 'They also outlived, as a people, the ten tribes of Israel ; 


4h 


they continued to exist when the two tribes were carried into captivity to Babylon; and . 


about the year of the world 3875, or 129 before the Christian era, John Hircanus entirely 
subdued them, and obliged them to incorporate with the Jewish nation and to receive religion. 
ey professed consequently the same faith, and were thus connented with the visible church 
of God: (5) mee ny nae 
We come, finally, to the case of the rejected Jews in the very age of the Apostles. The 
ales of God, as we have seen, was to abolish theormer ground on which his visible church 
iad for so many ages been built, that of natural descent from Abraham by Isaac and Jacob ; 
but this was so far from shutting out the Jews from spiritual blessings, that though, as Jews, 
they were now denied to -be God’s church, yet they were all invited to come in with the 
Gentiles, or rather to lead the way into the new church established on the new principle of 
faith in Jesus, as the Christ. Hence the Apostles were commanded to “begin at Jerusalem’? 


to preach the Gospel; hence they made the Jews the first offer in every place in Asia Minor, . 


and other parts of the Roman empire, into which they travélled on the same blessed errand. 
Many of the Jews accepted the call, entered into the church state on the new principle on 
which the church of Christ was now to be elected, and hence they are-called, by St. Paul, “the 


remnant according to the election of grace,” Rom. xi, 5, and “the election.” ‘The rest, it is 


true, are said to have been “blinded ;” just in the same sense‘as Pharaoh was hardened. He 
hardened his own heart, and was judicially left to his obduracy ; they blinded themselves by 
their prejudices and worldliness and spiritual pride, and were at length judicially given up to 
blindness. But then might they not all have had a share in this new election into this new 
church of God? Truly ety one of them; for thus the Apostle argues, Rom. ix, 30-32, 
“What shall we say then? ‘That the Gentiles, which followed not after righteousness, lave 
attained to righteousness, even the righteousness which is of faith; but Israel, which followed 


_ (5) “Having conquered the Edomites, or Idumeans,”” says Prideaux, “he reduced them to this necessity, 
either to embrace the Jewish religion, or else to leave the country, and seek new dwellings elsewhere ; 


whereon, choosing rather to leave their idolatry than their country, they all became proselytes to the Jewish 
religion,” &c.—Connex, vol. iii, pp. 365, 366, : 
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after the law of righteousness, hath not attained to the law of righteousness. _ Wherefore ? 
Becavse THEY SOUGHT abon BY FAITH, but, as it were, by the wi of the law.” -And 
thus we have it plainly declared that they were excluded from the. 
‘God, not by any act of ‘sovereignty, not by any deerce of reprobation, but by an act of their 
own: they rejected the doctrine and way of faith; they attained not unto righteousness, 
because they sought itnotby faith, $9 °° = pie sete 

» The collective election and rejection taught in this chapter is not then unconditional, in the 
sense of the Calvinists; and neither the salvation of the people elected, nor the condemnation: 
of the peanleteierad iowses necessary consequents from these acts of the Divine sovereignty. 
‘They are, indeed, mysterious procedures; for doubtless it must be allowed: that they place 
some portions of men in circumstances more favoured than others; but even in such cases God 
has shut oub thie charge of “unrighteousness,” by requiring from men according “to what they 
have, and not according to what they have not,” as we learn from many parts of Scriptu 
which reveal the principles of the Divine administration, both as to this life and another; for 
no is shut out from the mercy of God, but by his own fault. He has connected these 
events also with wise and gracious general plans, as to the human race. They are not acts of 
arbitrary will, or of caprice; they are acts of “wisdom and knowledge,” the mysterious 
bearings of which are to be in future times developed. “O the depth, both of the wisdom and_ 
knowledge of God! how unsearchable are his judgments, and -his ways past finding out!” 
These are the devout. expressions with which St. Paul concludes this discourse; but they 
would ill apply to the sovereign, arbitrary, and unconditional reprobation of men from God’s 
mercies in time and eternity, on the principle of.taking some and leaving others without any 
reason in themselves. ‘There is no plan in this; no wisdom; no mystery; and it is eapable 
of no farther development for the instruction and benefit ‘of the world ; for that whi Sts 
originally on no reason but solely on arbitrary will, is incapable, from its very nature, o: 

coming the component part of a deeply laid, cadet 
to be brightened into manifest wisdom, and to-terminate in the good of mankind, and the 


spiritual church of 


io the election of grace,” mentioned oe the Apostle. 
is y mixed up with error, 
disentangle. - : ; ut 
1. It is a mére assumption, that the spiritual Israelites, under the law, in opposition to the 
Israelites by birth, are any where called “the election ;” and “the remnant according to the 
election of grace ;” or even alluded to under these titles. The first phrase occurs in Romans 
xi, 7, “What then? Israel hath not obtained that which he seeketh for ; but the election hath 
obtained it, and the rest were blinded.” Here it is evident that. ‘the election” means the 
Jews of that day, who believed in Christ, in opposition to “the rest,” who believed not; in 
other words, “the election” was that part of the Jews, who had been chosen into the Chris+ 


tian church, by faith. 'The second phrase occurs in verse 5, of the same chapter, “Even so,” 


then, at this present time, also, there is a remnant according to the election of grace ;” where 
the same class of persons, the believing Jews, who submitted tothe plan of election into the 
ehurch by “ grace,” through faith, are the only persons spoken of. Nor are these terms used 
to designate the believing Gentiles; they belong exclusively to the Christianized portion of 
the Jewish nation, and as the contrary assumption is without, any foimalpon, the inferences 
drawn from it are imaginary: past ee ee oe 

2. It is true that, under the Old Testament dispensation, the spiritual seed of Abraham were 
the only part of the Israelites who were, with reference to their spiritual and eternal state, 
accepted of God ; but it is not true, that the election of which the Apostle speaks, was confined 
to them. With reference to Esau and Jacob, the Apostle says, Rom. ix, 11, 13, “For the 
children being not yet born, neither having done good, or evil, that the purpose of God, accord- 
ing to election, might stand, not of works, but of him that calleth; it. was said unto her, The 
elder shall serve the younger; as it is written, Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated. 
The “election” here. spoken of, or God’s. purpose to elect, relates to Jacob being chosen in 

reference to Esau; which election, as we have seen, respected the descendants of Jacob, 
Now, if this meant the election of the pious descendants of Jacob only, and not his natural 
descendants; then the opposition between the election of the progeny of J acob, and.the non- 
election of the re of Esau, is destroyed ; and there was no reason to say, Jacob have I 
loved, but Esau have I hated,” or loved less; but the pious descendants of Jacob have loved 
and elected; and the rest Ihave not loved, and therefore have not elected, Some of the Cal- 
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vinistic commentators have felt this difficulty, and therefore say, that these cases are not given 
as eramples of the election and reprobation of which the Apostle speaks; but as illustrations 
of it. If considered as,illustrations, they must be felt to be of a very Bie esi ns kind ; for 
ow the preference of one’ nation to another, when, as we have seen, this did not infallibly 
ure the salvation of the more’ favoured nation, no > eternal destruction of the less 


favoured, can illustrate the election ef individuals to eternal life, and the reprobation of other 


individuals to eternal death, is difficult to conceive. But they are manifestly examples of that 
one election, of which the Apostle speaks throughout ; and not illustrations of one kind of election 
by another. They are the instances which he gives in proof that the election.of the believing 
Jews of his day to be, along with the believing Gentiles, the visible church of God, and. the 
rejection of the Jews after the flesh, was not contrary to hetoinises of God made to Abra- 
ham; because God had, in former times, made distinctions between the natural descendants 
of Abraham as to church privileges, without any impeachment of his faithfulness to his word. 
Again, if the election of which the Apostle speaks, were that of pious Jews in all ages, so that 
they alone stood in a church relation to God, and were thus the only Jews incovenant with 
him ; how could he speak of the rejection of the other portion of the Jews? Of their being cut 
off? Of the covenants “pertaining” to them? They could not be rejected, who were never 
received ; nor cut off, who were never branches in the stock; nor have covenants pertaining 
to them, if in these covenants they had never been included. . 

3. This notion, that the ancient election of a part of the descendants of Abraham spoken of 
by the Apostle, was of the pious Jews only, and, therefore, a personal election, is, in part, 
grounded by these commentators upon a mistaken view of the meaning of the sixth, seventh, 
eighth, and ninth verses of this chapter; in which they have been sometimes incautiously fol- 
lowed by those of very different sentiments, and who have thus somewhat entangled them- 
selves. “Not as though the-word of God hath taken none effect. For they are not all Israel, 
which are of Israel: neither, because they are the seed of Abraham, are they all children: 
but, In Isaac shail thy seed be called. That is, They which are the children of the flesh, these 
aré not the children of God: but the children of the promise are counted for the seed. For 
this is the word of promise, At this time will I come, and Sarah shall have a son” In this 

assage, the interpreters in question suppose that St. Paul distinguishes between the spiritual 

sraelites, and those of natural descent ; between the spiritual seed of Abraham, and his seed 
according to the flesh. Yet the passage not only affords no evidence that this was his inten- 
tion; but implies just thé contrary. Ger view of its meaning is given above; but it may be 
necessary to support it more fully. 

Let it then be recollected that the Apostle is speaking of that great event, the rejection of 
the Jews from being any longer the visible church of God, on account of natural descent ; and 
that in this passage he shows that the purpose of God to construct his church upon a new 
basis, that of faith in Christ, although it would exclude the body of the Jewish people from 
this church, since they refused “the election of grace” through faith, would not prove that 
“the word of God had fallen” to the ground, or, as the literal meaning of the original is ren- 
dered in our version, “‘has taken none effect.” The word of God referred to canonly be God’s 
original promise to Abraham, to be “a God to him and to his seed after him ;” which was often 
repeal the Jews in after ages, in the covenant engagement, ‘I will be to you a God, and 

e shall be to me a people ;” a mode of expression which signifies, in all the connections in 
which it stands, an engagement to acknowledge them as his visible church: he being publicly 
acknowledged on their part as “their God,” or object of worship and trust ; and they, on the 
other, being acknowledged by him as his peculiar “ people.” This, therefore, we are to take 
to be the sense of the promise to Abraham and to his‘Seed. How then does the Apostle prove 
that the “word of God had not fallen to the ground,” although the natural seed of Abraham, 
the Jews of that day, had been rejected as his church? He proves it by showing that all the 
children of Abraham by natural descent had not, in the original intention of the promise, been 
“counted,” or reckoned, as “the seed” to which these promises had been made; and this he 
establishes by referrmg to those acts of God by which he had, in his sovereign pleasure, con- 
ferred the church relation upon the descendants of Abraham only in certain lines, as in those 
of Isaac and Jacob, and excluded the others.. In this view, the argument is cogent. to his 


purpose. By the exercise of the same sovereignty God had now resolved not to connect the ' 


church relation with natural descent, even in the line of Isaac and Jacob ; but to establish. it 
on a ground which might comprehend the Gentile nations also, the common ground of faith in 
Christ. The mere children of the flesh were, therefore, in this instance excluded; and “the 
children of the promise,” the promise now made to believing Jews and Gentiles, those begotten 
by the word of the Gospel, were “counted for the seed.” But though it is a great truth that only 
the children of the Gospel promise are now “counted for the seed,” it does not follow that the 
children of the promise made to Sarah were all spiritual persons; and, as such, the only sub- 
jects of that church relation which was connected with that circumstance. That the Gentiles 
who believed upon the publication of the Gospel were always contemplated as a part of that 
seed to which the promises were made, the Apostle shows in a former part of the same epistle ; 
but that “ mystery” was not in early times revealed. God had not then formed, nor did he 
till the Apostle’s age form, his visible church solely on the principle of faith, and a moral 
relation. ‘This is the character of the new, not of the old dispensation; and the different 
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grounds of the church relation were suited to the design of each, ~ One was to preserve truth 
from extinction; the other to.extend-it into all nations: in one, therefore, a single people, 
taken as a nation into political-as well as religious relations with God, was made the deposite 
of the truth to be preserved; i other, a national distinction, and lines of natural descent, 
couid not be recognised, because the object was to call all nations to the obedience of the same 
faith, and to place all on. an equi lity before God. .As the very ground of the church relation, 
then, under the Old Testament, was natural descent from Abraham; and as it was mixed up 
and even identified with a political relation also, the ancient election of which the Apostle 
speaks, could not be sw dspens spiritual Jews: and even if it could be proved, that the church 


of God, under the new. di ation, is to be confined to true believers only, yet that would 
not prove that the ancient church of God had that basis alone, since we know. 1t had another, 
and amore general one. When, therefore, the Apostle says, “for they are not all Israel, which 
are of Israel,” the distinction is not between the spiritual and the natural Israelites; but 
between that part of the Israelites who continued to enjoy church privileges, and those who 
were “of Israel,” or descendants-of Jacob, surnamed Israel, as the ten tribes and parts of the 
two, who, being dispersed among the Heathen for their sins, were no longer a part of God’s 
visible church. » This is the first instance which the Apostle gives of the rejection of a part of 
the natural seed of Abraham from the promise. He strengthens the argument by gomg up 
higher, even to those who had immediately been born to Abraham, the very children of his 
body, Ishmael and Isaae. “'The children of the flesh ;” that is, Ishmael and his descendants, 
(so called, becatse he was born naturaily, not supernaturally, as Isaac was, according to “the 
promise” made to Abraham and Sarah;)—they, says the Apostle, are not the “children of 
God ;” that-is, as the context still shows, not “the seed” to whom the promise that he would 
be “a God to Abraham and his seed” was made: “but the children of the promise,” that is, 
Isaac and his descendants, were “counted for the seed.” And that we might not mistake this, 
‘the promise” referred to is added by the Apostle ;—“ for this is the word of the promise, At 
this time will I come, and Sarah shall have a son.” Of this promise, the Israelites by natural 
descent, were as much “the children,” as the spiritual Israelites; and, therefore, to confine it 
to the latter is wholly gratuitous, and contrary to the words of the Apostle. It. is indeed an 
interesting truth, that a deep and spiritual mystery ran through that. part of the history ot 
Abraham here referred to, which the Apostle opens in his Epistle to the Galatians: “The 
children of the bond woman and her son,” symbolized the Jews who sought justification by 
the law; and “the children of the promise,” “the children of the free woman,” those who 
were justified by faith, and born supernaturally, that is, “born again,” and made heirs of the 
heavenly inheritance. But these things, says St. Paul, are an “aLtmcory;” end therefore 
could not be the thing allegorized, any more than a type.can_be the thing typified ; for a type 
is always of an inferior nature to the antitype, and is indeed something earthly, adumbrating 
that which is spiritual and heavenly. It follows, therefore, that although the choosing of 
‘Isaac and his descendants, gured the choosing of true believers, (persons born super- 
naturally under the Gospel dispensation,) to be “the children of God ;” and that the rejection 
of the “children of the flesh,” typified the rejection of the unbelieving Jews from God’s 
church, because they had nothing but natural descent to plead: nay, though we allow that 
these events might be allegorical, on one part, of the truly believing Israelites, in all ages ; and 
on the other, of those who were Jews only “outwardly,” and, therefore, as to the heavenly 
inheritance, were not “heirs ;” yet still that which typified, and represented in allegory these 
spiritual mysteries, was not the spiritual mystery itself. It was a comparatively gross and 
earthly representation of it; and the passage is, therefore, to be understood of the election of 
the natural descendants of Isaac, as the children of the promise made to Sarah, to be “the 
seed” to which the promises of church privileges and a church relation were intended to be in 
force, though still subject to the election of the line of Jacob in preference to that of Esau ; 
and subject again, at a still greater distance of time, to the election of the tribe of Judah, to 


continue Giod’s visible church, till the coming of Messiah, while the ten tribes; who were 


equally “of Israel,” were rejected. a Bee Se é 
4. That this election of bodies of men to be the visible church of God, ingles haialection 
of individuals into the true church of God, and consequently their election to eternal life, is 


readily acknowledged; but this weakens not in the least the arguments by which we have 
shown that the Apostle, in this chapter, speaks of collective, and not of individual election. 
on the contrary, it establishes them. Let.us, to illustrate this, first take the case of the 
ancient Jewish church. Pr 

The end of God’s election of bodies of men to peculiar religious advantages is, doubtless as 
to the individuals of which these bodies are composed, their recovery from sin, and their 
eternal salvation. Hence, to all such individuals, superior means of instruction, and more 
efficient means of salvation are afforded along with a deeper responsibility. The election of 
an individual into the true church by writing his name in heaven, is however, an effect depend- 
ent upon the election of the body to which he belongs. It follows only from his personal 
repentance, and justifying faith; or else we must say, that men are members of the true 
spiritual church, before they repent and have justifying faith, for which, assuredly, we have no 
swarrant in Scripture. Individual election is then another act of God, subsequent to the former, 
The former is sovereign and unconditional ; the latter rests upon revealed reasons ; and is not, 
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as we shall jee w more fully show, unconditional. These two kinds of election, therefore, 
are not to be confounded ; and it is absurd to argue that collective election has no existence, 
because there is an indjvidual election; since the latter, on the contrary, necessarily supposes 
the former. The Jews, as a body, had their visible church state, and outward privileges, 
although the pious Jews alone availed themselves of them to their own personal salvation. As 
to the Christian church, there is a great difference in its circumstances; but the principle, 
though modified, is still there. : : 2 aA 

‘The basis of this church was to be, not natural descent from a’common head ; marking out, 
as that church, some distinct family, tribe, and, as it incrcased in numbers, some one nation, 
invested too, as a nation must be, with a political character and state; but faith in Christ. 
Yet even this faith supposes a previous sovereign and unconditional collective election. For, 
as the Apostle argues, “ faith cometh by hearing; and hearing by the word of God: but how 
shall they hear without a preacher? and how shall they preach except they be sent?” Now 
this sending to one Gentile nation before another Gentile nation, & distinction which continues 
to be made in the administration of the Divine government to this day, is that sovereign 
unconditional election of the people constituting that nation, to the means of becoming God’s 
church by the preaching of the Gospel, through the men “send” to them for this purpose. The 
persons who first believed, were for the most part real ‘Christians, in the sense of being truly, 
and im heart turned to God. They could not generally go so far as to be baptized into the 
name of Christ, in the face of persecution, and in opposition to their own former prejudices, 
without a considerable previous ripeness of experience, and decision of character. Under the 
character of “saints,” in the highest sense, the primitive churches are addressed in the apos- 
tolical epistles: and such we are bound to conclude they were; or they would not have been 
so called by men whovhad the ‘discernment of spirits.” Whatever then the number was, 
whether small or great, who first received the word of the Gospel in‘every place, they openly 
confessed Christ, assembled for public worship; and thus the promise was fulfilled in them: 
“T will be to them a God,” the object of worship and trust; “and they shall be to me a peo- 
ple.” They became God’s visible church; and for the most part entered into that, and into 
the true and spiritual church at the same time. But this was not the case with all the mem- 
bers; and we have therefore still an election of bodies of men toa visible church state, inde- 
pendent of their election as “heirs of eternal life.” The children of believers, even as children, 
and therefore incapable of faith, did not remain im the same state of alienation from God as the 
_ children of unbelievers ; nay, though but one paretit believed, yet the children are pronounced 
by St. Paul, to be “holy.” “For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the 
unbelieving wife, by the husband: ‘else, were your children wnelean; but now-they are holy.” 
When both parents believed, and trained up their families to believe in Christ, and to worship 
the true God, the case was stronger: the family was then “a church in the house ;” though all 
the members of it might not have saving faith. Sincere faith or assent to the Gospel, with 
desires of instruction and salvation, appear to have uniformly entitled the person to ba tism ; 
and the use of Christian ordinances followed. ‘The numbers of the Visible church swelled till 
it comprehended cities, and at last countries; whose inhabitants were thus elected to special 
religious privileges, and, forsaking idols and worshipping God, constituted his visible church 
among Gentile nations.. And that the Apostle Paul regarded all who “called upon the name 
of the Lord” as Christian churches, is evident from his asserting his authority of reproof, and 
counsel, and even excision over them, as to their unworthy members; and also from his threat- 
ening the Gentile-churches with ‘the fate of the Jewish church ;—unless they stood by faith, 
they also should be “cut off;” that is, be unchurched. Of his full meaning, subsequent his- 
tory gives the elucidation in the case of those very Churches in Asia Minor which he himself 
planted; and which, departing from the faith of Christ, his true doctrine, have been, in many 
instances, “cut off,” and swallowed up in the Mohammedan delusion; so that Christ is there 
no longer worshipped. The whole proves a sovereign unconditional election independent of 
personal-election ; unconditional as to the people to whom the Gospel was first sent; uncon- 
ditional as to the children born of believing parents ; unconditional as to the inhabitants of those 
countries who, when a Christian church was first established among them, came, without 
seeking it, into the possession of valuable and efficacious means and ordinances of Christian 
struction and salvation; and who all finally, by education, became professors of the true ' 
faith; and, as far as-assent goes, sincere believers. ‘This election too, as in the Jewish church, 
was made with reference to a personal election iito the true spiritual church of God ; but per- 
sonal election was conditional. It rested, as we have seen, upon personal repentance and 
justifying faith ; or else we must hold that men could be members of the true church without 
either. ‘This election was then dependent upon, the other ; and, instead of disproving, abun- 
dantly confirms it. ‘The tenor of the Apostle’s argument sufficiently shows that the transfer 
ofthe church state and relation from one body of men to others, is that which in this discourse 
he has in view—in other words, he speaks of the election of bodies of men to religious advan- 
tages, not of individuals to eternal life; and however intimately the one may be connected 
with the other, the latter is not necessarily involved in the former; since superior religious 
privileges, in all ages, have, to many, proved but an aggravation of their condemnation. 


The ruirp kind of election is personal election ; or the election of individuals to be the chil - 
dren of God, and the heirs of eternal life, 
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‘Tt is not at all disputed between-us and those who hold the Calvinistic view, of election, 
whether believers in Christ are called THE ELECT i. ote with reference to their individual 
state and individual relation to God as his “ people,” in the highest-sense of that phrase. Such 
passages as “the elect of God ;” “chosen of God ;” “chosen in Christ ;” “elect according to the 
foreknowledge of God the Father ;” and many others, we allow therefore, although borrowed 
from that collective election of which we have spoken, to be descriptive of an act of grace in 


favour of certain persons considered individually. - : j d 

~The first question then which naturally arises, respects the import of that act of grace 
which is termed choosing, or an election.” It is not a choosing to particular offices and service, 
which is the first kind of election we have mentioned; nor is-it that collective election to 
religious privileges and a visible church state, on which we have more largely dwelt. For 
although “the elect” have an individual interest in such an election as parts of the: collective 
body, thus placed in possession of the ordinances of Christianity ; yet many others have the 
same advantages, who still remain under the guilt and condemnation of sin and practical 
unbelief. The individuals properly called “the elect,” are they who have been’ made par- 
takers of the grace and saving efficacy of the Gospel. “Many,” says our Lord, “are called, 
but few chosen.” : 

/ What true personal eleetion is, we shall find explained in two clear passages of Scripture. 
It is explained negatively by our Lord, where he says to his disciples, “I have chosen you 
out of the world :” it is explained positively by St. Peter, when he addresses his First Epistle 
to the “elect, according to the foreknowledge of God the Father, through sanctification of the 
Spirit, unto obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus.” 'T’o be elected, therefore, is to 
be separated from “ the world,” and.to be sanctified by the Spirit, and by the blood of Christ. 

It follows, then, that-election is not only an act of God done in time; but also that it is 
subsequent to the administration of the means of salvation. The “calling” goes before the 
“election ;” the publication of the doctrine of “the Spirit,” and the atonement, called by Peter 
“the sprinkling of the blood of Christ,” before that “sanctification” through which they 
become “the elect” of God. The doctrine of eternal election is thus brought down to its true 
meaning. Actual election cannot be eternal; for, from eternity, the elect were not actually 
chosen out of’the world, and from eternity, they could not be “sanctified unto obedience.” 
The phrases, “eternal election,” and “eternal decree of election,” so often in the lips of 
Calvinists, can, in common sense, therefore, mean only an eternal purpose to elect; or a pur- 
pose formed in eternity, to elect, or choose out of the world, and sanctify in time, by “ the 
Spirit and the blood of Jesus.” This is a doctrine which no one will contend with them ; but 
when they graft upon it another, that God hath, from eternity, “chosen in Christ unto salva- 
tion,” a set number of men, “certam quorundain hominum multitudinem ;” not upon foresight of 
faith and the obedience of fuith, holiness, or of any other good quality, or disposition, (as a 
eause or condition before required in man to be chosen;) but unto faith, and the obedience of 
faith, holiness, &c, “‘non ex previsa fide, fidetque obedientia, sanctitate, aut alia aliqua bona qua 
litate et dispositione,” &-c, (6) it presents itself under a different aspect, and requires an appeal 
to the word of God. 

This view of election has two parts: it is the choosing of a ‘set or determinate number of men, 
who cannot be increased or diminished; and it is unconditional. Let us consider each. 

With respect to the first, there is no text of Scripture which teaches that a fixed and deter- 
minate number of men are elected to eternal life; and the passages which the Synod of Dort 
adduce in proof, being such as they only infer the doctrine from, the Synod themselves allow 
that they have no express Scriptural ‘evidence for this tenet. But if there is no explicit 
scripture in favour of the opinion, there is much against it; and to this test it must, therefore, 
be brought. : ie i 
- The Beeson here spoken of must either be élection in eternity, or election in time. If the 
former, it can only mean a purpose of electing in time: if the latter, it is actual election, or 
choosing out of the world. 

Now as to God’s eternal purpose to elect, it is clear, that is a subject on which we can 
know nothing but from his own revelation. We take, then, the matter on this ground. A 
purpose to elect, is a purpose to save; and when it is explicitly declared in this revelation 
that God ‘willeth all men to be saved,” and that “he willeth not the death of a sinner,” 
either we must say, that his will is contrary to his purpose, which would be to charge God 
foolishly, and indeed has no meaning at all; or it agrees with his purpose: If then his will 
agrees with his purpose, that purpose was not confined to a “certain determinate number of 
men ;” but extended to all “whosoever” should believe, that they might be elected and saved. 

Again, we have established it as the doctrine of Scripture, that our Lord Jesus Christ died 
for all men, that all men through him might be saved; but if he died in order to their salvation 
through faith, he died in order to their election through faith; and God must have purposed 
this from eternity. 

’ Farther, we have his own message to all to whom his servants preach the Gospel. ‘They are 
commanded to preach “ to every creature,”—“He that believeth shall be saved ; and he that 
believeth not shall be damned.” ‘This is an unquestionable decree of God in time ; and, if 


(6) Judgment of the Synod of Dort. 
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God be unchangeable, it was his decree, as touching this matter, from all eternity. But this 
decree or purpose can in no way be reconciled to the doctrine of an eternal purpose to elect 
only “a set and determinate number.” -For the Gospel could not be good news to “every 
creature” to whom it should-be as such proclaimed, which is.the first contradiction to the text. 
Nor would. those who believe it not, but who are nevertheless commanded to believe it, have 
any power to believe it, which is the second contradiction: for since they are to be “damned” 
for not believing, they must have had the power to believe, or they could not have, come into 
condemnation for an act impossible to them to perform, or else we must admit it as a principle 
of the Divine government that God commands his creatures to do, what under no circumstances 
they can do; and then punishes them for not doing what he thus commands. Finally, he 
commands those that believe not, and who are alleged not to be included in this “fixed 
number” of elected persons, to believe the good tidings, as a matter in which they are 
interested :. they are commanded to believe the Gospel as a truth ; but if they are not inter- 

- ested. in it, lap commanded to believe a falsehood, which is the third contradiction ; and 
thus the text and the doctrine cannot consist together. — » “Sinnk 

As. the wine argument .on this point is involved in what we have already established 
concerning the universal extent of the benefits of Christ’s death, we may leave it to be 
determined by what has been advanced on that.topic; ohserying only, that two of the points 
there confirmed bear directly upon the doctrine, that élection is.co d toa “fixed number 
of men.” If we have proved from Scripture, that the reason of the condemnation of men lies 

in themselves, and-not in the want of a sufficient and effectual provision haying been made in 
Christ for their salvation, then the number. of the actually elect might be increased ; and if it 
has been established that those for whom Christ died might “perish ;” and that true believers 

_ may “turn back unto perdition,” and be “cast away,” and fall into a state in which it were 
better for them “never to have known the way of:righteousness,” then the number of the 
elect may be diminished. To what has already been said on these subjects the reader is” 
referred; and we shall:now only mention a few of the difficulties with which the doctrine of 
an election from eternity of a determinate number of men to be made heirs of eternal life is 
attended. : Tas a 

Whether men will look to the dark and repugnant side of this doctrine of the eternal 
election of a certain number of men unto salvation, or not, it unavoidably follows from it, that 
all but the persons so chosen in Christ, are placed utterly and absolutely, from their very 
birth, out of the reach of salvation; and have no share at all in the saving mercies of God, 
who from eternity purposed to reject them, and that not for their fault as sinners. For all, 
except Adam and a have come into the world with a nature which, left to itself, could not 
but sin; and as the determination of God, never to give the reprobate the means of avoiding 
sin, could not rest upon their fault, for what is absolutely inevitable cannot be charged on man 
as his fault, so it must rest where all the high Calvinistic divines place it,—upon the mere will 
and sovereign pleasure of God. : 

The difficulties of reconciling such a scheme as this to the nature of God, not as it is fancied 
by man, but as it is revealed in his own word ; and to many other declarations of Scripture as 
to the principles of the administration both of his law and of his grace ; one would suppose 
insuperable by any mind, and indeed, are so revolting, that few of those who cling to the 
doctrine of election will be found bold enough to keep them steadily in sight. They even 
think it uncandid for us who oppose these views to pursue them to their legitimate logical 
consequences. But in discussion this is inevitable ; and if it be done in fairness, and in the 
spirit of candour, without pushing hard arguments into hard words, the cause of truth, and a 
right understanding of the word of God, will thereby Se promoted. 

The doctrine of the election to eternal life only of a certain determinate number of men to 
salvation, involving, as it necessarily does, the doctrine of the absolute and unconditional 
reprobation of all the rest of mankind, cannot, we may confidently affirm,.be reconciled, 

1. To the Love of God. “God is love.” “He is loving to every man: and his tender 
mercies are over all his works.” 

2. Nor to the wispom.of God; for the bringing into being a vast number of intelligent 
creatures under.a necessity of sinning, and of being eternally lost, teaches no moral lesson to 
the world; and contradicts all those notions of wisdom in the ends and processes of govern- 
ment which we are taught to look for, not only from natural reason, but from the Scriptures. 

3. Nor to the erace of God, which is so often magnified in the Scriptures: * for doth it 
argue any sovereign or high strain; any superabounding richness of grace or mercy in any 
man, when ten thousand have equally offended him, only to pardon one or two of them 2” (7) 
And on such a scheme can there be any interpretation given of the passage, “that-where sin 
had abounded; grace might much more abound?” or in what sense has “ the grace of God 
appeared unto all men ;” or even to one millionth part of them 2 

4. Nor can this merciless reprobation be reconciled to any of those numerous passages in 
which Almighty God is represented as tenderly compassionate, and pitiful to the worst and 
most unworthy of his creatures, even them who finally perish. I have no pleasure in the 
death of him that dieth :” “Being grieved at the hardness of their hearts.” How often 
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would I have gathered thy children together, as a hen gathereth her chickens under her 
wings, and ye -would not.” “The Lord is long-suffering to us-ward, not willing that any 
should perish.” “Or despisest thou the riches of his goodness, and forbearance, and long-suf- 
fering ; not knowing that the goodness of God leadeth thee to repentance.” $988 

5. It is as manifestly contrary to his sustice: Here, indeed, we would not assume to 
measure this attribute of God, by unauthorized human conceptions; but when God himself 
has appealed to those established notions of justice and equity which have been received 
among all-enlightened persons, in all ages, as the measure and rule of his own, we cannot be 
charged with this presumption. “Shall not the Judge of all the earth do right?” “ Are not 
my ways equal ? saith the Lord.” We may then be bold to affirm, that justice and equity 
in God are what they are taken to be among reasonable men; and if all men every where 
would condemn it, as most contrary to justice and right, that a sovereign should condemn to 
death one or more of his subjects, for not obeying laws which it is absolutely impossible for 
them, under any circumstances which they can possibly avail themselves of, to obey, and 
much more the greater part of his subjects; and to require them, on pain of aggravated pun- 
Ashment, to do something in order to the pardon and remission of their. offences, which he 
knows they cannot do, say to stop the tide or to remove a mountain; it implies a charge as 
awfully and obviously unjust against God, who is-so “holy and just in all his doings,” so 
exactly “just in the judgments which he executeth,” as to silence all his creatures, to suppose 
him to aet precisely in the same manner as to those whom he has passed by and rejecte 
without any avoidable fault of their own; to destroy them by the simple rule of his own. 
sovereignty, or in other words, to show that he has power to do it. In whatever light the 
subject be viewed, no fault, in any right construetion, can be chargeable upon the persons so 


punished, or, as we may rather say, destroyed, since punishment supposes a judicial proceed- 


ing, which this act shuts out. For either the reprobates are destroyed for a pure reason of 
sovereignty, without-any reference to their sinfulness, and thus all criminality is left out of 
the consideration ; or they are destroyed for the sin of Adam, to which they were not consent- 
ing ; or for personal faults resulting from a corruption of nature which they brought into the 
world with them, and which God wills not to correct, and they have no power to correct them- 
selves. Every received notion of justice is thus violated. We grant, indeed, that some pro- 
ceedings of the Almighty may appear at first irreconcilable with justice, which are not'so; as 
that we should suffer pain and death, and be infected with a morally corrupt nature, m con- 
sequence of the transgression of our first progenitors; that children should suffer for their 
parents’ faults in the ordinary course of providence; and that, in general calamities, the com-. 
paratively innocent should suffer the same evils as the guilty. But none of these are parallel 
cases. For the “free gift” has come upon all men, “in order to justification of life,” through 
“the righteousness” of the second Adam, so-that the terms of our probation are but changed. 
None are doomed to inevitable ruin, or the above words of the Apostle would have no meaning ; 
and pain and death, as to all who avail themselves of the remedy, are made the instruments 
of a higher life and of a superabounding of grace through Christ. ‘The ‘same observation 
may be made as to children who suffer evils for their parents’ faults. This circumstance 
alters the terms of their probation ; but if every condition of probation leaves to men: the 

ossibility and the hope of eternal life, and the circumstances of all are balanced and weighed 
iy him who administers the affairs of individuals on principles, the end of which is to turn all 
the evils of life into spiritual and higher blessings, there is, obviously, no impeachment of just~- 
ice in the circumstances of the probation assigned to any person whatever. As to the inno- 
cent suffering equally with the guilty in general calamities, the persons so suffering are but 
COMPARATIVELY innocent, and their personal transgressions against God deserve a higher 
punishment than any which this life witnesses; this may also as to them be overruled for 
merciful purposes, and a future life presents its manifold compensations. But as to the non- 
elect, the whole case, in this scheme of sovereign reprobation, or sovereign preterition, is sup- 
posed to be before us. ‘Their state is fixed, their afflictions in this life will not in any instance 

e overruled for ends of edification and salvation; they are left under a necessity of sinning 
in every condition ; and a future life presents no compensation, but a fearful looking for of fiery 
and quenchless indignation. It is surely not possible for the ingenuity of man to reconcile 
this to any notion of just government which has ever obtained ; and by the established no- 
tions of justice and equity in human affairs, we-are taught by the Scriptures themselves to judge 
of the Divine proceedings in all completely stated and comprehensible cases. 

6. Equally impossible is it to reconcile this notion to the sincerity of God in offering sal- 
vation by Christ to all who hear the Gospel, of whom this' scheme supposes the majority, or 
at least great numbers, to be among the reprobate. The Gospel, as we have seen, 1s com- 
manded to be preached to “every creature ;” which publication of “ good news to every 
creature,” is an offer of salvation “to every creature,” accompanied with earnest invitations 
to embrace it, and admonitory comminations lest any should neglect and despise it. But does 
it not involye a serious reflection upon the truth and sincerity of God which men ought to 
shudder at, to assume, at the very time the Gospel is thus preached, that no part of this good 
news was ever. designed to benefit the majority, or any great part of those to whom it is 
addressed? that they to whom this love of God in Christ is proclaimed were never loved by 
God? that he has decreed that many to whom he offers salvation, and whom he invites te 
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receive it, shall never be saved? and that he will consider their sins aggravated by rejecting 


at which they never could receive, and which he never designed them to receive? . It is no 
br aie this, to say, that we also admit that the offers of mercy are made by God to many 
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We may leave every candid mind to the discussion of these and many other difficulties, 
suggested by the doctrine of the Synod of Dort, as to the election of “a set and determi 
number of men” to eternal life; and proceed to consider the second branch of this opini 1 
that election is unconditional. “It was made,” says the Synod, “not upon foresight of faith, 
and the obedience of faith, holiness, or any other good quality or disposition, (as a cause or 
condition before required in men to be chosen,) but unto faith, and the obedience of faith, 
holiness, &e.” ji en see ae ae 

Election, we have already said, must be either God’s purpose in eternity to elect actu: 
or it must be actual election itself in time ; for as election is choosing men “ out of the wor 
into the true church of Christ, actual election from eternity is not possible, beca \ 
of election had no existence ; there was no world to choose them “out of,” a : 
which to bring them. ‘To affirm that any part of mankind were chosen from eternity, in 


purpose, (for in no other way could they be chosen,) to become members of the church without 
“foresight of faith, and the obedience of faith,” is therefore to say, that God purposed from 
all eternity to establish a distinction between THE worLD, “out” of which the elect are actually 
chosen, and the caurcu, which has no foundation in, or respect to, faith and obedience; in 
other words, to constitute his church of persons to whose faith and obedience he had no 
respect. For how is this conclusion to be avoided? The subjects of this election, it seems, are 
chosen as men, as Peter, James, and John, not as believers. God eternally purposed to make 
Peter, James, and John, members of his church, without respect to their faith or obedience ; 
his church is therefore constituted on the sole principle of this purpose, not upon the basis of 
faith and obedience; and the persons chosen into it in time are chosen because they are of 
the number included in this eternal purpose, and with no regard to their*being believers and 
obedient, or the contrary. How manifestly this opposes’ the word of God we need scarcely 
‘stay to point out. It contradicts that specific distinction constantly made inSeripture between 
the true church and the world, the only marks of distinction being, as to the former, faith and 
obedience ;' and as to the latter, unbelief and disobedience—in other words, the church is 
compose not merely of men, as Peter, James, and John; but of Peter, James, and John 
believing and. obeying:. while all who believe not, and obey not, are “the world.” The 
Seriptures make the essential elements of the church to be’ believing and obeying men; the 
Synod of Dort makes them: to be men in the simple condition of being ineluded in a set and. 
determinate number, chosen with no respect to faith and obedience. Thus we have laid two 
very different foundations upon which to place the superstructure ofthe church of Christ ; one 
of them indeed is to be found in the Scriptures, but the other only in the theories of men ; and 
as they agree not together, one of them must be renounced. ; wt a 

But election, without respect to faith, is contrary also to the history of the commencement 
and first constitution of the church of Christ. Peter, James, and John did not become disciples 
of Christ in unbelief and disobedience. The very act of their becoming disciples of Christ, 
unequivocally implied some degree both of faith and obedience. They were chosen, not as 
men, but as believing’men. “This is indicated also by the grand rite of baptism, instituted by 
Christ when he commissioned his disciples to preach the Gospel, and call men into his church. 
That baptism was the gate into this church cannot be denied ; but faith was required in order 
to baptism; and, where true faith existed, this open confession of Christ would necessarily 
follow, without delay. Here, then, we see on what grounds men were actually elected into 
the church of Christ; it was with respect to their faith that they were thus chosen out of the 
world, and thus chosen into the church. The rule, too, is universal ; and if so, if it universally 
holds good that actual election has respect to faith, then, unless God’s eternal purpose to 
elect be at variance with his electing, that is, unless he purposes one thing and does another 
differing from his purpose ; purposes to clect without respect to faith ; and only actually elects 
with respect to faith; his eternal purpose to elect had respect both to faith and obedience. 

It is true, that the Synod of Dort says, that election is “unto faith and the obedience of 
faith,” &c, thereby making the end of election to be faith: in other words their doctrine is, 
that some men were personally chosen to believe and obey, even before they existed: But we 
have no such: doctrine in Scripture as the election of individuals unto faith ; and itis inconsist- 
ent with several passages which expressly speak of personal election. 2 

‘Many are called but few chosen.” In this passage we must understand, that the many 
who are ealled, are called to believe and obey the Gospel, or the calling means nothing; in 
other words they are not called. But if the end of this calling be faith and obedience, and the 
end of election also be faith and obedience, then have we in the text a senseless tautology ; 
for if the many are called to believe and obey, then, of course, we need not have been told that 
the few are chosen to believe and obey, since the few are included in the many. But if the 
“choosing” of the “few” means, as it must, something different to the “ calling” of the “many,” 
then is the end of election different to the end of calling; and if the election be, as is plain 
from the passage, consequent upon ‘the calling, them it can mean nothing else than the 
choosing of those “ few,” of the “many,” who being obedient to the “ calling,” had previously 
believed and obeyed, into the true church and family of God, which is the proper and direct 
object of personal election. This passage, therefore, which unquestionably speaks of personal 
election, contradicts the notion of an electionwnfo faith and obedience, and makes our election 
consequent upon our obedience to the calling, or evangelical invitation. 
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Let this notion.of personal election wnto faith be tested also by another passage, in which, 
like the former, personal election is spoken of. “T have chosen you out of the world,” John 
xv, 19. According to the notion of the Synod of Dort, the act of election consists in appointing 
or ordaining a certain number of the human race to believe and obey; here the personal 
electing act 1s a choosing out of the world, a choosing, manifestly, into the number of Christ’s 

‘disciples, which no man is capable of without a previous faith; for the very act of becoming 
‘Christ’s disciple was a confession of faith in him. : ie 
-A third passage, in which election is spoken of as personal, or at least with more direct 
reference to individual experience, than to Christians in their collective capacity as the church 
of Christ, is 1 Peter i, 2, “Elect according to the foreknowledge of God the Father, through 
sanctification of the Spirit unto obedience, and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus!” ' Here 
obedience is not the end of election, but of the sanctification of the Spirit; and both are 
joined “with the sprinkling of the blood of Jesus,” (which, in all cases, is apprehended by 
faith,) as the media through which our election is effected—“ elect through sanctification of 
the Spirit,” &c. ‘These cannot, therefore, be the ends of our personal election; for if we are 
elected “ through” that sanctification of the Spirit which produces obedience, we are not 
elected, being unsanctified and disobedient, in order to be sanctified by the Spirit that we 
may obey: it is the work of the Spirit which produces obedient faith, and through both we 
are “elected” into the church of God. : : ; 

Very similar to the passage just explained is 2 Thess, ii, 13, 14, “But we are bound to 
give thanks alway to God for you, brethren, because God hath from the beginning chosen 
you unto salvation, through sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth ; whereunto he 
called you by our Gospel to the obtaining of the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ.” As the 
Apostle had been predicting the future apostasy of persons professing Christianity, he recol- 
lects, with gratitude, that from “ the beginning,” from the very first reception of the Gospel in 
Thessalonica, which was preached there by St. Paul himself with great success, the Thessa- 
lonians had manifested no symptoms of this apostasy, but had been honourably steadfast in 
the faith. For this he gives thanks to God in the verses above quoted, and in the 15th exhorts 
them still “to stand fast.” When, therefore, Calvinistic commentators interpret. the clause 
“hath chosen. you from the beginning,” to mean election from eternity, they make a gratuitous 
assumption which has nothing in the scope of the passage to warrant it. Mr. Scott, indeed, (1) 


~~ wre 


rather depends upon the “calling” of the Thessalonians being, as he states, subsequent to their - 


election, than upon an arbitrary interpretation of the clause “from the beginning,” and says, 
“if the calling of the Thessalonians was the effect of any preceding choice of them, it comes 
to the same thing whether the choice was made the preceding day, or from the foundation of 
the world.” But the calling of the members of this church is not represented by the Apostle 
as the effect of their having been chosen; but on the contrary, their election is spoken of as the 
effect of “the sanctification of the Spirit, and belief of the truth ;” and these, as the effects of 
the calling of the Thessalonians by the Gospel,—“whereunto,” to which sanctification and 
faith, “he called you by our Gospel.” . Or the whole may be considered as the antecedent to 
the next clause “to which” election from the beginning, through sanctification of the Spirit, 
and belief of the truth, “he called you by our Gospel” Certain it is, that sanctification and 
belief of the truth cannot be the ends of election if they, are the means of it, as they are here 
said to be; and we may therefore conclude from this, as well as from the other passages we 
have quoted as speaking of the personal election of believers, that this kind of election is not 
“unto faith and obedience,” as stated in “ The Judement of the Synod of Dort,” that is, a 
choice of individuals to be made believers and obedint persons; but an election, as it is 
expressed both by St. Peter and St. Paul, through faith and obedience; or, in other words, a 
choice of persons already believing and obedient into the family of God. 

There are scarcely any other passages in the New Testament, which speak expressly of 
personal election; but there is another class of texts in which the term election oceurs, which 
refer to believers, not distributively, but*collectively ; not personally, but as a body, either 
existing as particular churches, or as the universal church; and, by entirely overlooking, or 
mgeniously confounding this obvious distinction, the advocates of unconditional personal elec- 
tion bring forward such passages with confidence, as proofs of the doctrine of election unto 


faith furnished by the.word of God... Thus the Synod of Dort quotes, as the leading proof of 


its doctrine of personal election, Eph. i, 4, 5,6, “ According as he hath chosen us in him before 
the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and without blame before him in love: 
having predestinated us unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ, to himself, according to 
the good pleasure of his will, to the praise of the glory of his grace, wherein he hath made us 
accepted in the beloved.” 'This, indeed, is the only passage quoted by the Synod of Dort, in 
which the terms chosen and election occur; and, we may ask, why none of those on which we 
have above offered some remarks, were quoted also, since the subject of personal election is 
much more obviously contained in them than in that which they have adduced? The only 
answer is, that the others were perceived not to accord with the doctrine of “election unto faith 
and obedience ;” while this, in which the personal election of individual believers is not referred 
to, but the collective election of the whole body of Christians, was better suited to give a colour 
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to their doctrine, because it speaks, of course, and as the subject required, of election as the 
meanz of faith, and of faith as the end of election, an order which is reversed when the election 
of individuals, or the election of any body of believers, considered distributively and personally, 
is the subject of the Apostle’s discourse. If, indeed, the election spoken of in this passage were 
Sine election, the Calvinistic doctrine would not follow from it; because it would admit of 
eing questioned, whether thé choosing in Christ before the foundation of the world, here’ 
mentioned, was a choice of certain persons, as men merely, or as believing men, which is surely 
the most rational, For all choice necessarily supposes some reason; but, as men, all things 
were — between those who, according to this scheme, were chosen, and those who were 
passed by. But, according’to the Calvinists, this election was made arbitrarily, that is, with- 
out any reason, but, that God would have it so; and to this sense they bend the clause in the 
assage under consideration, “according to the good pleasure of his will.” This phrase has, 
owever, no such arbitrary sense. ‘The good pleasure of his will” means the benevolent and 
full acquiescence of the will-of God with a wise and gracious’ act; and, accordingly, in verse 
11, the phrase is varied “according to the counssEt of his own will,” an expression which is at 
utter variance with the repulsive notion that. mere will is in any case the rule of the Divine 
conduct, or, in other words, that he does any thing merely because he will do it, which excludes 
all “counsel.” To choose men to salvation considered as believers, gives a reason for election 
which not only manifests the wisdom and, goodness of God, but has the advantage of being 
entirely consistent with his own published and express decree: “He that believeth shall be 
saved; and he that believeth not shall be damned.” This revealed and promulgated decree, 
we must believe, was according to his eternal purpose ; and if from eternity he determined that 
believers, and only believers in Christ, among the fallen race, should be saved, the conclusion 
is inevitable that those whom he chose in Christ “before the foundation of the world,” were 
considered, not as men merely, which gives no reason of choice worthy of any rational being, 
much less of the ever Glodsedl God; but as believing men, which harmonizes the doctrine of 
election with the other doctrines of Scripture, instead of placing it, as in the Calvinistic scheme, 
in opposition to them. For the choice not being of certain men, as such; but of all persons 
believing ; and all men to whom the Gospel is preached, being called to believe, every one 
may place himself in the number of the persons so elected. Thus we get rid of the doctrine 
of the election of a set and determinate number of men ;. and with that, of the fearful conse- 
quence, the absolute reprobation of all the rest, which so few Calvinists themselves have the 
courage to avow and maintain. 
But though this argument might be very successfully urged against those who interpret the 
passage above quoted of personal election, the context bears unequivocal proofs that it is not 
of an election or predestination of this kind of which the Apostle speaks; but of the election 
of believing Jews and Gentiles into the church of God ; in other words, of the eternal purpose 
of God, upon the publication of the Gospel, to constitute his visible church no jonger upon the 
ground of natural descent from Abraham, but upon the foundation of faith in Christ. For 
upon no other hypothesis can that distinction which the Apostle makes between the Jews 
who first believed, and the Gentile Ephesians, who afterward believed, be at all explained. 
He speaks first of the election of Christians in general, whether Jews or Gentiles; using the 
pronouns “us” and “we” as comprehending himself and all others. He then proceeds to the 
“predestination” of those “ who first trusted in Christ ;” plainly meaning himself and other 
believing Jews. He goes on to say, that the Ephesians were made partakers of the same 
faith, and therefore were the subjects of the same election and predestination: “in whom ye 
also trusted after that ye heard the word of truth:” the preaching of which truth to them as 
Gentiles, by the Apostle and his coadjutors, was, in. consequence of God “having made 
known unto them the mystery of his will, that in the dispensation of the fulness. of times he 
might gather together in one.all things in Christ ;” which, in the next chapter, a manifest con- 
tinuance of the same head of discourse, is explained to mean the calling in of the Gentiles with 
the believing Jews, reconciling “both unto God in one body by the cross, having slain the 
enmity thereby.” The same subject he pursues in the third chapter, representing this union 
of believing Jews and Gentiles in one church as the revelation of.the mystery which had been 
hid “from the beginning of the world;” but was now manifested “ according to the eternal 
purpose which he purposed in Christ Jesus our Lord,” verses 8-11. Here then we have the 
true meaning of the election and predestination of the Ephesians spoken of in the opening ot 
the Epistle: it was their election, as Gentiles, to be, along with the believing Jews, the church 
of God, his acknowledged people on earth; which election was according to God’s “ eternal 
purpose,” to change the constitution of his church; to establish it on the ground of faith in 
Christ: and thus to extend it into all nations. So far as this respected the Ephesians in 
general, their election to hear the Gospel sooner than many other Gentiles was unconditional 
and sovereign, and was an election “znfo faith and obedience of faith ;” that is to say, these 
were the ends of that election; but so far as the Ephesians were concerned, as individuals, 
they were actually chosen into the church of Christ as its vital members, on their believing ; 
and so the election to the saving benefits of the Gospel was a consequence of their faith, and not 
the end of it, and was therefore conditional—“in whom also ye trusted, after that ye heard 
the Word of Truth, the Gospel of your salvation; in whom also, after that ye believed, ye were 
sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise,” . , 
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"The Calvinistic doctrine of election unto faith has no stronger passage than this to feaguapon 
for support ; and this manifestly fails them: while other passages in which the terms election, 
or chosen o all favour a very different view of the Scripture doetrine. When we are 
commanded to be diligent ‘to make our calling and election sure,” or firm, this supposes that 

e gatory by want of diligence ; a doctrine which cannot coiiport with 
of our salvation as founded upon a. decree determining, infallibly, our 
al life, and our faith and obedience in order to it. When believers 


personal election to i ¢ 3 
are called a “chosen generation,” they are also called “a royal priesthood, a holy people ;” 
and if the latter characteristics depend upon, and are consequences of fatth, so the former 
depends upon a previ s faith, and is the consequence of it, Finally, although these terms 
themselves occur in but few passages, and in all of them which respect the personal experienc 
of individuals express, or neces: imply, the previous condition of faith, there are many 
others, which, in different terms, embody the same doctrine. The phrases to be “1n Christ,” 

5a “ Cnrist’s,” are, doubtless, equivalent to the personal election of believers: and 
these, and similar modes of expression, are constantly occurring in the New Testament; but 
no man is ever represented as “ Christ’s,” or as ‘in Christ,” by an eternal election unto faith ; 
but, on the contrary, as entering into that relation which is termed being “in Christ ;” or 
being “ Chris?’s,” through personal faith alone. ‘The Scripture knows no such distinctions : as 
elect unbelievers, and elect believers ; but all unbelievers are represented as “of the world ;” 
under “condemnation,” so that “the wrath of God abideth upon them ;” and as liable to 
eternal ruin. But if Calvinistic election be true, then there are elect unbelievers; and with 
respect to these, the doctrine of Scripture is contradicted: for they are not “of the world,” 
though in a state of unbelief, since God ftom eternity “chose them out of the world ;” they 
are not under condemnation, “but were justified from eternity ;” “the wrath of God does not 
abide upon them,” for they are objects of an unchangeable love which has decreed their salva- 
tion; subject to no conditions whatever; and therefore no state of unbelief can make them 
objects of wrath, as no condition of faith can make them objects of a love which was moved 
by no such consideration, Nor are they liable to ruin. ‘They never were, nor can be lable 
to it: the very threats of God are without. meaning as to them, and their consciousness of 
guilt and danger under the awakenings of the Spirit are deceptious, and unreal ; contradicting 
the work of the Spirit in the heart of man, as THE Sprait or TrurH. For if he “convinces 
them of sin,” he convinces them of danger; but they are, in fact, in no danger; and the 
monstrous conclusion follows inevitably, that the Spirit is employed in exciting fears which 
have no foundation. ‘ ; 

We have thus considered the Scriptural doctrine of election ; and as we find nothing m it 
which can warrant any one to limit the meaning of the texts we have adduced to prove that 
Christ made an actual atonement for the sins of all mankind, we may proceed to examine 
another class of Scripture proofs quoted by Calvinists to strengthen their argument :—those 
which speak of the “calling,” and “predestination” of believers. : 

The terms “‘to call,” “called,” and “ calling,” very frequently occur in the New 'Festament, 
and especially in the Epistles. Sometimes “to call” signifies-to invite to the blessings of the 
Gospel, to offer salvation through Christ, either by God himself, or under his appointment, by 
his servants ; and in the parable of the marriage of the king’s son, Matt. xxii, 1-14, which 
appears to have given rise to many instances of the use of this term in the Epistles, we have 
three descriptions of “called” or invited persons. First, the disobedient who would not come 
in at the call; but made light of it. Second, the class of persons represented by the man 
who, when the king came in to sce his guests, had not on the wedding garment ; and with 
respect to whom our Lord makes the general renfark, “for many are called, but few are 
chosen.” The persons thus represented by this. individual culprit, were not only “called,? . 
but actually came into the company. 'Third,.the approved guests; those who were both 
called and chosen. As far as the simple calling, or invitation, is concerned, all these three 
classes stand upon equal ground ; all were invited ; and it depended upon their choice and con- 
duct whether they embraced the invitation, and were admitted as guests. We have nothing 
here to countenance the Calvinistic fiction, which is termed “effectual calling.” This implies 
an irresistible influence exerted upon all the approved guests, but withheld from the disobe- 
dient, who could not, therefore, be otherwise than disobedient ; or at most could only come in 

vithout that wedding garment, which it was never put into their power to take out of the 
King’s wardrobe ; the want of which, would necessarily exclude them, if not from the church 
‘on earth, yet from the church in heaven. ‘The doctrine of the parable ‘is in entire contradic » 


_-yepresented, not merely as being left without the benefit of the feast; but as mourning addi~ 


tional guilt and condemnation for refusing the invitation. It is to this offer of salvation by 
the Gospel, this invitation to spiritual and eternal benefits, that St. Peter appears to refer, 
when he says, Acts ii, 39, “For the promise is unto you, and to your children, an@ to all 
that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall cau. :” a passage which, we may 
observe, in passing, declares,“ the promise” to‘be as extensive as the “calling ;” in other. 
words, as the offer or invitation, To this also’St. Paul refers, Rom. i, 5, 6, “By whom we - 
have received grace and apostleship for obedience to the faith among all nationse taf his 
name ” that is, to publish his Gospel, in order to bring all nations to the obedience of faith ; 
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“among whom are ye also the caLLep of Jesus Christ ;” you at Rome have heard the Gos- 
pel, and have been ‘invited to salvation in consequence of this.design. This promulgation 
of the Gospel, by the ministry of the Apostle, personally, under the name of calling, is also 
referred to in Galatians i, 6, “I marvel that ye are so soon removed from him that called you 
into the graceiof Christ,” (obviously meaning that it was the Apostle himself who had called 
them by his preaching to the grace of Christ,) “unto another Gospel.” — So also in chap. v, 
13, “For, brethren, ye have been called unto liberty.” Again, 1 Thess. ii, 12, That ye would 
walk worthy of God, who hath caLuep you. [invited you] to his kingdom and glory.” 

In our Lord’s parable it will also be observed, that the persons called are not invited as separate 
individuals to ‘partake of soli ry blessings ; but they are called to a feast,” into a company, 
or society, before whom the banquet is spread. The full revelation of the transfer of the visible 
church of Christ from Jews by birth, to believers of all nations, was not, however, then made. 
‘When this branch of the evangelic system was fully revealed to the Apostles, and taught 
by them to others, that part of our Lord’s parable which was not at first developed, was more 
particularly inculcated by his inspired followers. The calling of guests to the evangelical 
feast, we now more fully learn, was not the mere calling of mem to partake of spiritual bene- 
fits; but calling them also to form a spiritual society composed of Jews and Gentiles, the 

lieving men of all nations; to have a common fellowship in these blessings, and to be 
formed into this fellowship for the purpose of increasing their number, and ‘diffusing the bene- 
fits of salvation among the people or nation to which they respectively belonged. The invi- 
tation, “the calling” of the first preachers, was to all who heard them in Rome, in Ephesus, _ 
in Corinth, in all other places; and those who embraced it, and joined themselves to the 
church by faith, baptism, and continued public profession, were named especially and 
eminently “THE CALLED ;” because of their obedience to the invitation, They not only 
put in their claim to the blessings of Christianity individually ; but became members of the 
new church, that spiritual society of believers which God now visibly owned as his people. 
As they were thus called into a common fellowship by the Gospel, this is sometimes termed 
their “vocation :” as the object of this church state was to promote “ holiness,” it is termed a 
“holy vocation :” as sanctity was required of the members, they are said to have been “called 
to be saints :” as the final result was, through the mercy? of God, to be eternal life, we hear 
of “the hope of their calling ;” and of their being “called to his eternal glory by Christ 
Jesus.” 5 ‘ 

These views will abundantly explain the various passages in which the term “ calling” 
occurs in the Epistles, Rom. ix, 24, “Even us whom he hath CALLED, not of the Jews ony 
but also of the Gentiles :” that is, whom he hath made members of his church through faith. 
1 Cor. i, 24, “ But unto them which are caLLep, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of 
God, and the wisdom of God ;” the wisdom and efficacy of the Gospel being, of course, ac- 
knowledged in their very profession of Christ, in opposition to those to whom the preaching 
of “Christ crucified,” was “a stumbling block,” and foolishness.” 1 Cor. vii, 18, “Ts any 
man CALLED ;” (brought to acknowledge Christ, and to become a member of his church ;) 
“being circumcised, let him not become uncircumcised: is any CALLED in uncircumcision, let 
him not be circumcised.” Eph. iv, 1-4, “That ye walk worthy of the VOCATION wherewith 
ye are called. There is one body, and one spirit, even as ye are CALLED Jn one hope of your 
calling? 1 Thess. ii, 12, “Phat ye would walk worthy of Ged, who hath CALLED you to 
his kingdom and glory.” 2 Thess, ii, 13, 14, “'Through sanctification of the Spirit and belief 
of the truth, whereunto he catiep you by our Gospel, to the obtaining of the glory of our 
Lord Jesus Christ.” | 2 Tim. i, 9, 10, “ Who hath saved us and caLurp us with a holy call- 
ing; not according’ to our works, but according to his own purpose and grace, which was 
given us in Christ Jesus, before the world began; but is now made manifest by the appearing 
of our Saviour Jesus Christ:” on which- passage we may remark, that the object of the 
“calling,” and the “ purpose,” mentioned in it, must of necessity be interpreted to mean the 
establishment of the church -on the principle of faith; and. not, as formerly, on natural 
descent. For personal election, and a purpose of effectual personal calling, could not have been 
hidden till manifested by the appearing of Christ ; since every instance of true conversion to 
God in any age prior to the appearing of Christ, would be as much a manifestation of eternal 
election, and an instance of personal effectual calling, according to the Calvinistic scheme, as 
it was.after the appearance of Christ. The Apostle is speaking of a purpose of God, which 
was kept secret till revealed by the Christian system; and, from various other parallel passa- 
ges, we learn that this secret, this “mystery,” as he often calls it, was the union of the 
Jews and Gentiles in “ one body,” or church, y faith. ; 

In none of these passages is the doctrine of the exclusive calling of any set number of men 
contained; and the Synod of Dort, as though they felt this, only attempt to reason the doc- 
trine from a text not yet quoted; but which we will now examine. It is Rom. viii, 30: 
“Whom he did predestinate, them he also called ; and whom he called, them he also Justified ; 
and whom he_justified, them he also glorified.” This is the text on which Calvinists 
chiefly rest their doctrine of effectual calling ; and. tracing it as they say, through its steps 
and links, they conclude, that a set and determinate number of persons having been predesti- 
nated unto salvation, this set number only are called effectually, then justified, and finally 
glorified. The words of the Synod of Dort are, “he hath chosen a set number of certain men, 
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neither better, nor more worthy than others; but lying in the common misery with others, 
to salvation in Christ, whom he! had also appointed the Mediator and Head of the elect ; and 
the foundation of salvation from all eternity ; and so he decreed to give them to him to ‘be. 
saved; and effectually to call, and draw them to a communion: with him, by his word and 
Spirit ; or to give them a true faith in-him: to justify, sanctify, and finally glorify them ; 
having been kept in the communion of his Son, to the demonstration of his mercy, and. the 
praise of the riches of his glorious grace.” (2). : Paha BA cs Bie 

T’he text under consideration is added by the Synod, in proof of the doctrine of this article ~ 
but it was evidently nothing to the purpose, unless it had spoken of a set and determinate 
number of men as predestinated and called, independent of any consideration of their faith and 
obedience ; which number, as being determinate, would, by consequence, exclude the rest. As 
these are points.on which the text is at least-silent, there 1s nothing in it unfriendly to those 
arguments founded on explicit texts of holy writ, which have been already urged against 
this view of election; and with.this notion of election is refuted, also, the cognate doctrine of 
effectual calling, considered as a work of God in the heart of which the elect only can be the 
subjects. But the passage, having been pressed into so alien a service, deserves consideration ; 
and it will be found that it indeed speaks of the privileges and hopes of true believers ; but 
not of those privileges and hopes as secured to them by any such decree of election as the 

Synod has advocated. To prove this, we remark, 1. That the chapter im which the text 1s 
found, is the lofty and animating conclusion of St. Paul’s argument on justification by faith: 
it is a discourse of that present state of pardon and sanctity, and of that future hope of feli- 

city, into which justification introduees believers, notwithstanding those sufferings and perse- 
cutions of the present life to which those. to whom he» wrote were exposed, and under which 
they had need of encouragement. It was, obviously, -not in his design here to speak of the, 
doctrines of election and non-election, however these doctrines may be understood. There is 
nothing in the course of his argument which leads to them; and those who make. use of the 
text in question for this purpose are obliged, therefore, to press it, by circuitous inference, 
into their service. ‘ : : et 

2. As the passage stands in intimate connection with an important and. elucidatory context, 
it ought not to be considered as insulated and complete in itself; which has been the great 
source of erroneous interpretations. Under the sufferings of the present time, the Apostle 
encourages those who had believed with the hope of a glorious resurrection : this forms the. 
subject of his consolatory. remarks from verse 17 to 25. The assistance and “intercession” of 
the Spirit; and the working of “all things together for good to them that love God, to them 
who are the called according to his purpose :” clearly meaning those who, according to the 
Divine design, had received and embraced the Gospel in truth, form two additional topics of 
consolatory suggestion.. The passage under consideration immediately follows, and is in full, 
for the Synod has quoted it short: “And we know that all things work together for good to 
them that love God, ‘to them who are the called (who are called) aecordmg to his purpose. 
For whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be conformed to the image of his Son, 
that he might be the first-born among many brethren. Moreover, whom he did predestinate, 
them he also called; and whom he called, them he also justified; and whom he justified, 
them he also glorified.” The connection is here manifest. “The suffermgs of the present 
time could only work together for the good” of them that “love God,” by being connected 
with, and compensated in a future state by, a glorious resurrection from the dead ; and there- 
fore the Apostle shows that this was the design of God, the ultimate and triumphant result of 
the administration of his grace, that they who love God here, should be conformed to the 
image of his Son, in his glorified state, that he might pe “the first-born among. brethren:” the 
head and chief of the redeemed, who shall be acknowledged as his “brethren,” and co-heirs of 
his glory. Thus the whole of the 29th verse, isa reason given to show wuy “all things, 
however painful in the present-life, work together for good to them that love Gon ;” and it is 
therefore introduced by the connective particle, 6, which has here, obviously, a causal signi- 
fication, “for (because)-whom le did foreknow, he also did predestinate.” 

_ 3. The Apostle is here speaking, we grant, not of the foreknowledge or predestination of 
bodies of men to church privileges; but of the experience of believers, taken distributively and 
personally. This will, however, be found to strengthen our argument against the use made of. 
the latter part of the. passage by the Synod of Dort. , 

It is affirmed of believers, that they were “foreknown.” This term may be taken in the 
sense of fore-approved. For not only is it common with the sacred writers to express approval 
by the phrase “to know ;” of which Hebraism the instances are many in the New Testament ; 
but in Rom. xi, 2, to “foreknow,” is best interpreted into this meaning. “God hath not cast 
away his people which he rorexnew.” It is not of the whole people of Israel of which the 
Apostle here speaks, as the context shows; but of the believing part of them, called subse- 
quently “ the remnant according to the election of grace:” a clause which has been before 
explained. The question put by the Apostle inte the mouth of an objecting Jew, is, “Hath 
God cast away his people?” This is denied; but the illustration taken from the reservation 
of seven thousand men, in the time of Elijah, who had not bowed the knee to Baal, proves 


(2) Sententia de Divina Proedest. Art. 7. Est autem Electio immutabile Dei propositum, &es. 


yy 
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that St. Paul meant to say that God had cast off, from being members of his church, all but 
the remnant ; all but his people whom he “ foreknew ;” those who had laid aside the inveterate 
Pie of their nation, and had entered into the new Christian church by faith. ‘These 

e foreknew, that is, approved; and so received them into his church. In this sense of the 
term foreknew, the text in question harmonizes well with the context. “All things work 
together for good to them that love God,” &c. For, whom he did foreknow,” (approve as 
lovers of him,) “he predestinated to be conformed to the image: of his Son,” in mind and 
temper here, and especially in glory hereafter. 9° 

The second sense of foreknowing is that of simple prescience; and if any prefer this we 
shall not dispute with him, since it will come to the same issue. The foreknowledge of men 
must have respect either simply to their existence as persons, or as existing under some par- 
ticular circumstances and characters. If persons only be the objects of this foreknowledge, 

1en has God’s prescience no more to do with the salvation of the elect, than of the non-elect, 
since all are equally foreknown as persons in a state of existence: and we might as well argue 
the glorification of the reprobate from God’s foreknowing them, in this sense, as that of the 
elect. The objects of this foreknowledge, then, must be men under certain circumstances and 
characters; not in their simple existence as rational beings. If, therefore, the term “ fore- 
dmow,” in the passage above cited, ‘God hath not cast away his, people whom he foreknew,” 
be taken in the sense of prescience, those of the general mass of Jews, who were not. “cast 
away,” were foreknown under some circumstance and character which distinguished them 
from the others ; and what this was, is made sufficiently plain from the context,—the persons 
foreknown, were the then believing part of the Jews, “even so then, at this present time also, 
there is a remnant according to the election of grace.” Equally clear are the circumstances 
and character, under which, more generally, the Apostle represents believers as having been 
foreknown in the text more immediately under examination. ‘Those “whom he did foreknow,” 
are manifestly the believers of whom he speaks in the discourse; and who are,called in chap. 
vill, 28, “them that love God.” Under some character he must have foreknown them, or his 
foreknowledge of them would not be special and distinctive; it would afford no ground from 
which to argue any thing respecting them; it could make no difference between them and 
ethers. This specific character is given by the Apostle; but it is not that which is gratuitousl 
assumed by the Synod of Dort a selection of them from the mass, without respect to their 
faith. It is their faith itself: for of believers only is St. Paul speaking as the subjects of this 
foreknowledge ; and: such believers too as “love God,” and who, having, actually embraced 
the heavenly invitation, are emphatically said to be, as before explained, “called aceording to 
his purpose.” ; 

0 prcdestihiite, or to determine beforehand, is the next term in the text; but here it is also 
to be remarked, that the persons predestinated, or before determined to be glorified with Christ, 
are the same persons, under the same circumstances and character, as those who are said to 
have been foreknown of Gop; and what has been said under the former term, applies, there- 
fore, in part, to this. The subjects of predestination are the persoris foreknown, and the 
persons foreknown, are true believers: foreknown as such, or they could not have been 
specially, or distinctively foreknown, according to the doctrine of the Apostle. This pre- 
destination, then, is not of persons “unTo faith and obedience,” but of believing and obedient 
persons unTo eternal glory. Nor are faith and obedience mentioned any where as the end of 
predestination, except in Eph. chap. i, where we have already proved, when treating of 
election, that the predestination spoken of in that chapter, is the eternal purpose of God to 
choose the Gentile Ephesians into his church, along with the believing Jews; and that what 
is there said, is not intended of personal, but of collective election and predestination; and 
that to the means and ordinances of salvation. For the argument, by which this is established, 
let the reader, to prevent repetition, turn back. ! 

_ The passage before us, then, declares, that true believers were foreknown, and predestinated 
to eternal glory ; and when the Apostle adds, “moreover whom he did predestinate, them he 
also called; and whom he called, them he also justified; and whom he justified, them he also 
glorified :” he shows in particular how the Divine purpose to glorify believers is carried into 
effect, through all its stages. The great instrument of bringing men to “love God” is the 
Gospel; they are therefore caLLED, invited by it, to this state and benefit: the ealling being 
obeyed, they are susriF1ep; and being justified, and- continuing in that state of grace, they 
are GLoRIFIED. This is the plain and obvious course of the amplification pursued by the 
Apostle; but let us remark how many unscriptural notions the Synod of Dort engrafts 
upon it. First, a “certain number” of persons, not as believers, but as men, are foreknown; 
then a decree of predestination to eternal life goes forth in their favour; but still without 
respect to them as believing men as the subjects of that decree ;—then we suppose, by another 
decree, (for the first cannot look at qualities at all,) and by a second predestination, the are 
to be made believers ;—then they are exclusively “called :” then infallibly justified ; and being 
justified, are infalliby glorified. In opposition to these notions, we have already shown, that 
the persons spoken of are foreknown and predestinated as believers, not as men or persons ; 
and we may also oppose Scriptural objections to every other part of the interpretation. 

As to calling, we allow that all of whom the Apostle speaks are necessarily “ called ;” 
for since he is discoursing of the predestination of believers in Christ to eternal glory, and does 
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, tion of the salvation, or otherwise. of those who have not the means of 
pete att The-calling of the Gospel is necessarily supposed, as it is only upon that Divine 
system being proposed to'their faith, that they could become believers in Christ. But though 


nay, all compliances with the call, do not issue in justification ; for the man who not only heard 

the call, but came in to the feast, put not on the wedding garment, and was therefore finally 

cast out. Equally Nie oe to the Scripture is it so to explain St. Paul here, as to make 
ifie 


of a good conscience ;? who turn out of the “ way of righteousness ;” who forget that they were 
“ purged from their old sins ;” who have “ tasted the good word of God, and the powers of the 
world to come ; and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost,” and were “ sanctified” with the 
blood they afterward “counted an unholy thing ;” are represented by the Apostles to have 
been in a state of grace and acceptance with Ged, through Christ ; then all persons justified, 
are not infallibly glorified ; but only such are saved as “endtire to the end;” aud they only 
receive that “ erown of life,” who are “ faithful unto death.” ; 

The clear reason why the Apostle, having stated that true believers were foreknown and 
predestinated, introduces also the order and method of their salvation, was, to connect that 
salvation with the Gospel, and the work of Christ ; and to secure to him the glory of it. The 
Gospel reveals it, that those who “ love God,” shall find that “all things work together for 
their good,” because (572) they are “ predestinated to be eonformed to the image of the Son of 
God, in his glory; yet the Gospel did not find them lovers of God, but made them so. Since, 
therefore, none butsueh persons were so foreknown and predestinated to be heirs of glory, the 
Gospel calling was issued aceording to “ his purpose,” or plan of bringmg them that love him 
‘to glory, in order to produce this love in them. “Whom” he thus called, assuming them to be 
obedient to the call, he justified ; “and whont he justified,” assuming them to be faithful unto 
death, he “glorified” But since the persons predestinated were contemplated as believers, 


ot as a certain number of persons ; then all to whom the invitation was issued might obey 
that call, and all might be justified, andvall glorified. In other words, all who heard the Gos- 
pel, might, through it, be brought to love God; and might take their places among those 
who were “ predestinated to be conformed to the image of his Son.” For since the predesti- 
nation, as we have seen, was not of a certain number Of persons, but of all believers who love 
God ; then, either it must be allowed, that all who were called by the Gospel, might take the 
character and circumstances which would bring them under the predestination mentioned b 
the Apostle; or else those who deny this, are bound to the conclusion, that God ealls 
(invites) many, whom he never intends to admit to the eclestial feast; and not only so, but 
punishes them, with the severity of a relentless displeasure, for not obeying an invitation 
which he never designed them to accept, and wmen they never had the power-to accept. In 
other words, the interpretation of this passage by the Synod of Dort obliges all who follow it 
‘to admit all the conseauences connected with the doctrine of reprobation, as before stated. 


CHAPTER XXVIL. 


An EXAMINATION OF CERTAIN PassaGes oF SCRIPTURE, SUPFOSED TG LIMIT THE ExTENT 
or Curist’s REDEMPTION. Xs ry 

Havine now shown, that those passages of Holy Writ, in which the terms ELEeTION, 
CALLING, PREDESTINATION, and FOREKNOWLEDGE ‘occur, do not warrant those inferences, by 
which Calvinists attempt, to restrain the signification of those declarations with respect te the 
extent of the benefit of Christ’s death which are expressed in terms so universal in the New 


Testament, we may conclude our mvestigation of the sense of Scripture on this point, by 
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adverting to some of those insulated texts which are most frequently adduced to support the 
Same conclusion. ; 5 4 ; 4 ee 

John vi, 37, “ All that the Father giveth me shall come to me ; and him that cometh to me 
I will in no wise cast out.” ay ‘ sie ; 

It is inferred from this, and some similar passages in the Gospels, that by a. transaction 
between the Father and the Sen, a certain number of persons called “ the elect,” were given 
to Christ, and in process of time “drawn” to him by the Father ; and that. as none can be 
saved but those thus “ given” to him, and “drawn” by the Father, the doctrine of “ distin- 
gushing grace” is established ; and:the rest of mankind, not having been given by the Father 
to the Son, can have no saving participation in the benefits of a redemption, Bee did not 
extend to them, . This fiction has often been defended with much ingenuity ; but it remains 
a fiction still unsupported by any good interpretation of the texts which have been assumed 
as its foundation.. : : ; 

1. The first objection to the view usually taken by Calvinists of this text, is, that in the 
case of the perverse Jews, with whom the discourse of Christ was held, it places the reason 
of their not “coming” to Christ, in their not having been “ given” to. him by the Father ; 
whereas our Lord, on the contrary, places it in themselves, and shows that he considered their 

ease to be in their own hands by his.inviting them to come to him, and reproving them 
because they would not come. “Ye have not his word (the word of the Father) abiding in 
you ; for whom he hath sent, him ye believe not,” John y,38, “And ye will not come to me 
that-ye may have life,” verse 40. ‘How can ye believe, which receive Ronour one of another,” 
verse 44. “¥or had ye believed Moses, ye would have believed me, for he wrote of me,” 
verse 46. Now these statements cannot stand together > for if the true reason why the per- 
verse Jews did not believe in our Lord was, that they had not been given to him of the Father, 
then it lay not in themselves; but if the reason was that “his word did not abide in them ;” 

_ that they “ould not come to him ;” that they sought worldly “honour ;” finally, that they 
- believed not Moses’s writings ; then it is altogether contradictory to these declarations, to 
place it in an act of God ; to whiclrit is not attributed in any part of the discourse. 

2. To be “ given” by the Father to Christ, is a phrase abundantly explained in the context. 
which this class of interpreters generally overlook. s ats <i 

It had a-special application to those pious Jews, who “ waited for redemption at Jerusa- 
Jem :” those who read and believed the writings of Moses, (a general term it would seem for 
the Old Testament Scriptures,) and who were thus prepared, by more spiritual views than 
the rest, though they were not unmixed with obscurity, to receive Christ as the Messiah. Of 
this description were Peter, Andrew, Philip, Nathanael, Lazarus and his sisters, and many 
others. Philip says to Nathanael, “ We have found him of whom Moses in the law and the 
prophets did write ;” and Nathanael was manifestly a pious Jew ; for our Lord said of him, 

“Behold an Israelite indeed, in whom is-no guile.’ “The light which such honest inquirers into 
the meaning of the Scriptures obtained as to the import of their testimony concerning the 
Messiah, and the character and claims of Jesus, is expressly attributed to the teaching and 
revelation of “the Father.” Se, after Peter’s confession, our Lord exclaimed, “Blessed art 
thou Simon Bar Jonah, for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee; but my Father which 
is in heaven.” This teaching, and its influence upon the mind is, in John vi, 44, called the 
“ drawing” of the Father, “Noe man can come to me, except the Father draw him ;” for, that” 
“to draw,” and “ to teach,” mean the same thing, is evident, since our Lord immediately adds, 
“Jt is written in the prophets, and they shall be all taught of God ;” and then subjoins this 
exegetical observation :—“ Every man, therefore, that hath heard, and hath learned of the Father, 
cometh to me.” -Those who truly “believed” Moses’s words, then, were under the Father’s 
illuminating influence, “ heard and learned of the Father ;” were “drawn” of the Father ; and 
so, bythe Father, were “given to Christ,” as his disciples, to be more fully taught the mys- 
teries of his religion, and to be made the saving partakers of its benefits ;—for “this is the 
Father’s will which sent me, that of all which he hath given me (thus to perfect in knowledge, 
and to exalt into holiness) I should lose-nothing ; but should raise it up again at the last day.” 
Thus we have exhibited that beautiful process in the work of God in the hearts of sincere Jews, 
which took place in their transit from one dispensation to another, from Moses toChrist. Taught 
of the Father; led into the sincere belief, and poner spiritual understanding of the Scriptures 
as to the Messiah; when Christ appeared, they were “drawn” and “given” to him, as the 
now visible and accredited Head, Teacher, Lord, and Saviour of the church, All in this view 
is natural, explicit, and supported by the context; all in the Calvinistic *interpretation 
appears forced, obscure, and inapplicable to the whole tenor of the discourse. For to what 
end of edification of any kind, were the Jews told that none but a certain number, elected 
from eternity, and given to him before the world was by the Father, should come to him ; and 
that they to whom he was then speaking were not of: that number? But the coherence of 
the discourse is manifest, when, in these sermons of our Lord, they were told that their not 
eoming to Christ was the proof of their unbelief in Moses’s writings; that they were not 
“taught of Gon;” that they had neither “heard nor learned of the Father,” whom they yet 
professed to worship, and seek ; and that, as the hinderance to their coming to Christ was in 
the state of their hearts, it was remediable by a diligent and honest search of the Scriptures ; 
and by listening to the teachings of God. To this very class of Jews our Lord, in this same 
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discourse, says, “Search the Scriptures ;” but to what end were they todo this, if, in the Calvin- 
istic peed Lee were not given him of the Father? The text in question, then, thus opened 
by a reference to the whele discourse, is of obvious meaning. _“ All that -the Father giveth 
me after this preparing teaching, shall or will come to me; (for it 1s simply the future tense of 
the indicative mood which is used; and no notion of irresistible influence is conveyed ;) and 
him that*¢ometh to me, I will in no wise cast out.” The latter clause is added to show the 
perfect harmony of design between Christ and-the Father, a point often adverted ip in this 
discourse; for “I came down from heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will of him 
that sent me” Whom, therefore, the Father so gives, I receive: I enter upon my assigned 
office, and shall be faithful to it. In refererice also to the-work of God in the hearts of men in 
general, as well as to the honest and inquiring Jews of our Lord’s day, these passages have a — 
clear and interesting application. "The work of the Father is carried on by his convingaris and 
teaching Spirit ; but that Spirit “ testifies” of Christ, “leads” to Christ, and “gives” to Christ, 
that-we may receive the full benefit of his sacrifice and salvation, and be placed in the church 
of which he is the Head. But in this there is no exclusion. That which hinders others from 
coming to Christ, is that which hinders them from being “drawn” of the Father; from 
“hearing and learning” of the Father, in his holy word, and by his Spirit; which hinderance 
is the moral state of the heart, not any exclusive decree; not the want of teaching, or draw- 
ing; but, as it is compendiously expressed in Scripture, a “ resistin of the oe Ghost.” 
att. xx, 15, 16, “Is it not lawful for me to do what I will with my own? Is thine eye 
evil because Iam good? So the last shall be first, and the first last; for many are called but 
few chosen.” = i aS 

This passage has been often urged in proof of the doctrine of unconditional election ; and 
the argument raised upon it is, that God has a right to dispense grace and glory to whom he 
will, on a principle of pure sovereignty; and to leave others:to perish in their sins. That the 
passage has no relation to this doctrine, needs no other proof than that it is the conclusion of 
the parable of the labourers in the vineyard. The householder gives to them that “ wrought 
but one hour” an equal reward to that bestowed upon those who had laboured through the 
twelve. The latter received the full price of the day’s labour agreed upon ; and the former 
were made subjects of a special and sovereign dispensation of grace. The exercise of the 
Divine sovereignty, in bestowing degrees of grace, or reward, is the subject of the parable, and 
no one disputes it; but, according to the Calvinistic interpretation, no grace at all, no reward, 
is bestowed upon the non-elect, who are, moreover, punished for rejecting a grace never 
offered. The absurdity of such a use of the parable is obvious. It relates to no such subject ; 
for its moral manifestly relates to the reception of great offenders, and especially of the Gentiles, 
into the favour of Christ, and the abundant rewards of heaven. ; 

2 Timothy ii, 19, “Nevertheless the foundation of God standeth sure, having this seal, The 
Lord knoweth them that are his; and, Let every one that nameth the name of Christ depart 
from iniquity.” ; 

The Apostle, in this chapter, is speaking of those ancient heretics who affirmed “that the 
resurrection is past already, and overthrew the faith of some.” What then? The truth itself 
is not overthrown; the foundation of God standeth sure, having this seal, or inscription, 
“The Lord knoweth,” or approveth, or, if it please better, distinguishes and acknowledges, 
“them that are his;” and, “Let every one that nameth the name of Christ depart from 
iniquity ;” which is as much as to-‘say that none are truly “thé Lord’s” who do not: depart 
from iniquity ; and that those whose faith is “overthrown” by the influence of corrupt princi- 
ples and manners, are no longer accounted “his :” all which is perfectly congruous with the 
Opinions of those who hold the unrestricted extent 8f the death of Christ. Toward the 
Calvinistic doctrine, this text certainly bears no friendly aspect; for surely it was of little 
consequence to any, to have their “faith overthrown,” if that faith never was, nor could be, 
connected with salvation. . 

John x, 26, “But ye believe not, because ye are not of my sheep, as I said unto you.” - 

The argument here is, that the cause of the unbelief of the persons addressed was, that 
they were not of the number given to Christ by the Father, from eternity, to the exclusion 
of all others. (3) Let it, however, be observed, that in direct opposition to this, men are called 
the sheep of Christ by our Lord himself, not with reference. to any supposed transaction 
between the Father and the Son in eternity, which is never even hinted at, but because of 
their qualities and acts. “My sheep hear my voice, and I know them; and they follow me.” 
“ A-stranger Will they not follow.” Why then did not the Jews believe 2 ‘Because they had 
not the qualities of hrist’s sheep: they were neither discriminatine as to the voice of the 
shepherd, -nor. obedient to it. The usual Calvinistic interpretation brings in our Lord, in 
this instance, as teaching the Jews that the reason why they did not believe on him, was, that 
they cowd not believe!. for, as Mr. Scott says in the note below, “not being of that chosen 
remnant, they were left to the pride and enmity of their carnal hearts.” ‘This was not likel 
to be very edifying to them. But the words of our Lord are manifestly words of reproof, 

(3) “The true reason why they did not believe was, the want of that simple, teachable, and inoffensive 


temper, which characterized his sheep,}FOR not being of that CHOSEN remn i 
v u *p,* ant, they were left to the pride 
and enmity of their carnal hearts.”—Scotr’s Com. Seat 7 
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grounded, not upon acts of God, but upon acts of their own; and they are parallel to the 
passages—‘“If Gop were your Father, ye would love me,” chap. viii, 42. “Every one that 
is of the truth heareth my voice,” xviil, 37. “How ean ye believe, which receive honour one 
of another,” v, ti id tants : 

Jom xiii, 18, “I speak not of — all: I know whom I have chosen: but that the Scripture 
may be fulfilled, He that eateth bread with me hath lifted up his heel against me.” ~~ 

.“ He perfectly knew,” says Mr. Scott on the passage, “ what persons he had chosen, as well 
as which of them were chosen unto salvation.” « ‘This is surely making our Lord utter a very 
unmeaning truism; for as he chose the Apostles, so he must have “known” that he chose 

them. Dr. Whitby’s interpretation is, therefore, to be taken in preference. “I know the 
temper and disposition of those whomJ have chosen, and what I may expect from every one 
of them ; for which cause I said, ‘ Ye are not all clean;’ but God in his wisdom hath permitted 
this, that as Ahithophel betrayed David, though he was his familiar friend, so Judas, my 
familiar at my table, might betray the Son of God; and so the words recorded, Psalms xli, 9, 
might be fulfilled in him also of whom king David-was the type.” (4) -Certainly Judas was - 
chosen” as well as the rest. . “Have not I chosen you twelve, and one of you is a devil 2” nor 
have we any reason to conelude that Christ uses the term chosen diferently in the two 
passages. When, therefore, our Lord says, “I know whom I have chosen,” the term know 
must be taken in the sense of discriminating character. 

- John xv, 16, “Ye have not chosen me, but I have chosen you, and ordained you, that ye 
should ge and bring forth fruit.”- Mr. Scott, whom, as being a modern Calvinistic commen- 
tator, we rather choose again to quote, interprets—chosen them unto salvation.” In its 
proper sense, we make no objection to this phrase: it isa Scriptural one ; but it must be taken 
in its own connection. Here, however, either the term “chosen” is to be understood with 
reference to the Apostolic office, which is very-agreeable to the context; or if it relate to the 
salvation of the disciples, it can have no respect to the doctrine of eternal election. For if the 
election spoken of were not an act dene in time, it would have been unnecessary for our Lord, 
to say “Ye have not chosen me ;” because it is obvious they could not choose him before they 
came into being. Another passage also, in the same discourse, farther proves, that the election | 
mentioned was an act dene in time. ~“I-have chosen you. out of the world,” verse 19. But if 
they were “chosen out of the world,” they were chosen subsequently to their being “in the 
world ;” and, therefore, the election spoken of is not eternal. ‘The last observation will also 
deprive these interpreters of another favourite passage, “Those that thou gavest me I have 
kept, and none of them is lost, but the son of perdition.”. The “giving” here mentioned, was _ 
no more an aet of God in eternity, as they pretend, than the “choosing” to which we have 
already referred; for in the same discourse the Apostles are called “the men thou gavest me 
out of the world,” and were therefore given to Christ in time. The exception as to Judas, also, 
proves that this “ giving,” expresses actual discipleship. Judas had been “given” as well as 
the rest, or he could not have been mentioned as an exception; that is, he had been once 
“found,” or he could not have been “ost.” 2 Tim. i, 9, “Who hath saved us, and called us 
with a holy calling, not according to our works, bat according to his own purpose and grace, 
which was given us in Christ Jesus before the world began.” ; 

Mr. Scott here contends for the doctrine of the personal election of the persons spoken of, 
“from the beginning, or before eternal ages,” which is the most literal translation ; and argues 
that this cannot be denied, without supposing “that all who live and die impenitent, may be 
said.to be saved, and called with a holy calling; because a Saviour was promised from the 


beginning of the world.” “Indeed,” he adds, “the purpose of God is mentioned as the reason — 


why they, rather than others, were saved and called.” ‘We shall see the passage in a very 
different light, if we attend to the following considerations. f : 

The purpose and grace,” or gracious purpose, “ which was given-us in Christ Jesus before 
the world began,” is represented as having been “hid in past ages ;” for the Apostle immediately 
adds, “but is now made manifest by the appearing of our Saviour Jesus Christ.” Tt cannot 
be the personal election of believers, therefore, of which the Apostle here speak: ; because it 
was saying nothing to declare that the Divine purpose to elect them was not manifest in former 
ages ; but was reserved to the appearing of Christ. Whatever degree of manifestation God’s 
purpose of personal election as to individuals receives, even the Calvinists acknowledge that it 
3s made obvious only by the personal moral changes which take place in them through their 
“effectual calling;” faith, and regeneration. ‘Till the individual, therefore, comes into being, 
God’s purpose to elect him cannot be manifested ; and those who were so elected, but did not 
live till Christ appeared, could not have their election manifested before he appeared. Again, 
if personal election be intended in the text, and calling and conversion are the proofs 'of per- 
sonal election, then it is not true that the election of individuals to eternal life, was kept hid 
until the appearing of Christ ; for every true conversion, in any former age, Was as much a 
manifestation of personal election, that is of the peculiar favour and “ distinguishing grace ‘of 
God, as it is under the Gospel. A parallel passage in the Epistle to the Ephesians, chap. 1, 
4-6, will however, explain that before us. ‘Whereby, when ye read, ye may understand 
my knowledge in the mystery of Christ, which in other ages was not made known unto the 


(4) Notes in loc. 


sl 


ics y — = a a r . ‘—_e 
& 
‘ * ® ‘os ‘: 
504 THEOLOGICAL ENSTITUTES. [PART 


sons of men, as it is now revealed unto the holy Apostles and Prophets by the Spirit ; that 
the Gentiles should be fellow heirs, and of the same hody, and partakers of his promise in Christ 
by the Gospel:” and im verse 11, this is called, in exact conformity to the phrase used in the 
Epistle to ‘Timothy, * the eternal purpose which he purposed in Christ Jesus our Lord.” The 
“purpose,” or “gracious purpose,” mentioned in both places, as formerly hidden, but “ now 
manifested,” was therefore the purpose to form one universal church of belie Jews and 
Gentiles; and im the text before us, the Apostle, speaking in the name of ail } fellow 
Christians, whether Jews or Gentiles, says that they were saved and called acco to that 
previous purpose and plan—“ who hath saved us and called us,” &c. The reason why the _ 
Apostle Paul so often refers to “this eternal purpose” of God, is to justify and confirm his’ 
own ministry as a teacher of the Gentiles, and an assertor of their equal spiritual nigh 
the Jews; and that this subject was present te his mind when he wrote this passage, ot 


_ an eternal personal élection, is manifest from verse 11, which is a part of the same paragraph, 
“ whereunto I am appointed a preacher, and.an Apostle, and a teacher of the Gentiles.” 


+ 


But, says Mr. Scott, “all who live and die impenitent, may then be said to be ‘saved, and 


~ called with a holy calling,’ because a Saviour was promised from the beginning of the world.” 


But we do not say that any are saved only because a Saviour was promised the begin- a 
ning of the world; but that the Apostle simply affirms that the salvation of believers, whether 
Gentiles or Jews, and the means of that salvation, were the consequences of God’s previous 
purpose, before the world began. All who are actually saved, may say, “We are saved” 
according to this purpose; but if their actual salvation shut out the salvation of all others, 
then no more have been saved than those included by the Apostle in the ronoun “vs,” which 
would prove too much. But Mr. Scott tells us that “‘the purpose of od’ is mentioned as 
the reason why they, rather than others, were thus saved and ealled.” It is mentioned with 
no such view. The purpose of God is introduced by the Apostle as:his authority for making 
to “the Gentiles” the offer of salvation; and as a motive to induce Timothy to prosecute the 
same glorious work, after his decease. This is obviously the scope of the whole chapter, 

Acts xiii, 48, “ And as many as were ordained to eternal life believed.” Mr. Scott is some- 
what less confident than same others as to the support which the Calvinistic system is thought 
to derive from the word rendered ordained. He, however, attempts to leave the impression 
upon the minds of his readers, that it means, appointed to eternal life.” 

‘We may, however, observe, ‘ : 

...1. That the persons here spoken of were the Gentiles to whom the Apostles preached the 
Gospel, upon the Jews of the same place “putting it from them,” and “judging” or proving 
“themselves unworthy of eternal life.” But if the only reason why the Gentiles believed was, 
that they were “ordained,” in the sense of personal predestination, “to eternal life ;” then the 
reason why the Jews believed not was the want of such a predestinating act of God, and not; 
as it is affirmed, an act of their own—the purtine IT Away from them. : 

2. This interpretation supposes that all the elect Gentiles at Antioch believed at that time ; 
‘and that no more,.at least of full age, remained to believe. This is rather difficult to admit ; 
and therefore Mr. Scott says, “though it is probable that all who were thus affected at first, 
did not at that time believe unto salvation; yet many did.” But this is not aecording to the 
text, which says expressly, “as many as were ordained to eternal life believed :” so that. such 
commentators must take this inconvenient circumstance along with their interpretation, that 
all the elect at Antioch were, at that moment, brought into Christ’s church. 

3. Even some Calvinists, not thinking that it is the practice of the Apostles and Evangelists 
to lift up the veil of the decrées so high as'this interpretation supposes, choose to render the 
words—“as many as were determined,” or “ordered” for eternal life. 

4. But we may finally observe, that, in no place in the New Testament, in which the same 
word occurs, is it ever employed to convey the meaning of destiny, or predestination: a con- 
sideration which is fatal to the argument which has been drawn from it. The following are 
the only instances of its occurrence: Matt. xxvill, 16, “'Then the eleven disciples went away 
into Galilee, into a mountain where Jesus had appointed them.” Here the word means com- 
manded, or at most agreed upon beforehand, and certainly conveys no idea of destiny. Luke 
vil, 8, “For T also am a man set under authority.”. Here the word means “ placed, or disposed.” 
Acts xv, 2, “They determined that Paul and Barnabas should go up: to Jerusalem.” Here it | 
signifies mutual agreement and decision. Acts xxii, 10, “ Arise, and zo into Damascus; and 
there it shall be told thee of all things which are appointed for thee to do.” Here it means 
committed to, or appointed in the way of injunetion; but no idea of destiny is conveyed. Acts 
xxviil, 23, “And when they had appointed him a day,” when they had fixed upon a day by 
mutual agreement ; for St. Paul was not under the command or control of the visiters who came 
to him to hear his doctrine. Rom. xiii, 1, “The powers that be are ordained of God :” clearly 
signifying constituted and ordered. 1 Cor. xvi, 15, “They have addicted themselves to the 
ministry of the saints: here it can mean nothing else than applied, devoted themselves to. 
Thus the word never takes the sense of predestination ; but, on the contrary, when St. Luke 
wishes to convey that notion, he combines it witl’.a preposition, and uses a compound verb— 


“and hath determined the times before appointed.” "This was predrdination, and he therefore 
So terms it; but in the text in question he speaks not d 


ext | of preérdination, but of ordination simply. 
The word employed signifies, “to place, order, appoint, dispose, determine,” and is ra 
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variously applied. The prevalent idea is that-of settling, ordering, and resolving; and the 
meaning of the text is, that as many as were fixed and resolved upon eternal life; as many as 
were careful about, and determined on salvation, believed. For that the historia is speaking 
of the candid and-serious part of the hearers of the Apostles, in opposition to the blas pheming 
Jews; that is, of those Gentiles “who, when they heard this, were glad, ‘and gorified the word 
of the Lord,” is evident from the context. ‘The persons who then believed, appear to have 
been under’ a previous preparation for receiving the Gospel; and were probably religious 
proselytes associating with the Jews. 3 f ‘ Ri 
Luke x, 20, “But rather rejoice, because your names are written in heaven.” The inference 


fiom this text is, that there is a register of all the elect in the “Book of Life,” and that their 


a , according to the doctrine of the Synod of Dort, is fixed and determinate. Our Cal. 
vinistic friends forget, however, that names may be “blotted out of the Book of Life :’ and so 
the theory falls—* And if any man shall take away from the words of the book of this pro- 
pheey, God shall take away his part out of the Book of Life.” : : 
Prov. xvi, 4, “The Lord hath made all things for himself; yea, even the wicked for the day 
of evil.” If there be any relevance in this passage to. the Calvinistic theory, it must be taken — 
in the supral ane sense, that the final cause of the creation of the wicked is their eternal 
punishment. It follows from this, that sin is not the cause of punishment; but that this flows 
from the mere will'of God; which is a sufficient refutation. The persons spoken of are 
“wicked.” Either they were made wicked by themselves, or by God. If not by God, then 
to make the wicked for the day of evil, can only mean that he renders them who have made 
themselves wicked, and remain incorrigibly so, the instruments of glorifying his justice, “in 
the day of evil,” that is, in the day of punishment. The Hebrew phrase, rendered literally, 
is, “the Lord doth work all things for himself;” which applies as well to acts of government 
as to acts of creation. ‘Thus, then, we aré taught by the passage, not that God ereated the 
wicked to punish them, but so governs, controls, and subjects all things to himself; and so 
orders them for the accomplishment of his purpose, that the wicked shall not escape his just 
displeasure ; since upon such men the day of evil will ultimately come. ' It-is therefore added 
in the next verse, “‘ Though hand join in hand, he shall not be unpunished.” (5) 
= John xii, 37-40, “But though he had done so many miracles before them, yet they believed 
not on him; that the saying of Esaias the Prophet might be fulfilled, which he spake, Lord, 
who hath believed our report? and to whom hath the arm of the Lord been revealed ? There- 
fore they could not believe, because that Esaias said again, He*hath blinded their eyes, and ~ 
hardened their heart; that they should not see with their eyes, nor understand with their 
heart, and be converted, and I should heal them.” eo Sa 
Mr. Scott’s interpretation is, in its first aspect, moré moderate than that of mi of 
the same school. It is— they had long shut their own eyes, and hardened their own hearts ; 
and so God would give up many of them to such judicial blindness, as rendered their conversion 
and salvation impossible. The prophecy was not the motive or cause of their wickedness ; 
but it was the declaration of God’s purpose which could not be defeated: therefore while this 
prophecy stood in Scripturesagainst them, and others of like character, who hated the truth 
the love of sin, the event became certain; in which sense it is said, that they cowd 
not believe.” - : ; 
That, in some special and aggravated cases, and especially in that which consisted in 
cribing the miracles of Christ to Satan, and thus blaspheming the Holy Ghost; (cases, 
however, which probably affected but a few individuals, and those principally. the chief Phari- 
sees and Rabbis of our Lord’s time ;) there was such a judicial dereliction as Mr. Scott speaks 
of, is allowed; but that it extended to the body of the Jews, who at that*time did not believe 
in the mission and miracles of Christ, may be denied. ‘The contrary must appear from the 
earnest manner in which their salvation was sought by Christ and his Apostles, subsequently 
£6 this declaration; and also from the fact of great numbers of this same people being afterward 
brought to acknowledge and embrace Christ and his religion. ‘ This 1s our objection to the 
former part of this interpretation. Not-every one who is lost finally, is given up previously to 
iudicial blindness. ‘To be thus abandoned before death is a special procedure, which our Lord 
imself confines to the special case of blasphemy against the Holy Ghost. To the latter part 
of the comment, the objection is still stronger.” Mr. Scott acknowledges the wicked and wilful 
blindness of these Jews to be the cause of the judicial dereliction supposed. From this it would 
naturally follow, that this wilful blinding, and hardening of their hearts, was the true reason 
why they “could not believe,” as provoking God to take away his Holy Spirit from them. 
But Mr. Scott cannot stop here. He will have another cause for their incapacity to believe: 
not, indeed, the prophecy quoted from Isaiah by the Evangelist; but “Gop’s purpose,” of 
which that prediction, he says, was the “declaration.” It follows, then, that “ they could not 
believe,” because it was “Gop’s purpose which could not be defeated.” Agreeably to this Mr. 
Scott understands the prediction as asserting, that the agent in blinding the eyes of the people 
reproved, that is the obstinate Jews, was God himself. : 


(5) Holden translates the verse, “ Jehovah hath made all things for himself; yea, even the wicked he daily 
sustains;”’ and observes, “ should the received translation be deemed correct, é the day of evil’ would be con- 
fiderod by Jew of the age of Solomon, to mean, the day of trouble and affliction.”- 
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» Let us bees eeeatine, semeeiphrtioalaryy: examine this passage, and we shallfind, = 
1. That it affirms, not that-their eyes should be blinded, or their ears closed, by.a Divine 
“agency, as assumed by Mr. Scott ai other Calvinists. .This notion is not found in Isaiah v1, 
from which the quotation is made. There the agent is represented to be the Prophet himself. 
“Make the heart of this people fat, and make their ears heavy, and shut their eyes; lest they 
see with their eyes,” &c. Now as the Prophet could exert no secret direct influence over the 
minds of the disobedient J ews, he must have fulfilled this commission, if it be taken literally, by 
preaching to them.a fallacious and obdurating doctrine, like that of the false prophets ; but if, 
as we know, he preached no such doctrine, then are the words to be understood according to 
the genius of the Hebrew language, which often represents him as an agent, who is the occa- 
sion, however innocent and undesigned, of any thing being done by another, Thus the 
Prophet, in consequence of the unbelief of the Jews of his day in those promises of Messiah 
_ he was appointed to deliver, and which led him to complain, ‘‘ Who hath believed our report !”” 
became an occasion to the Jews of « making their own hearts fat, and theivears heavy, and 
of shutting their eyes” against. his testimony.. The true agents were, however, the Jews 
‘themselves; and by all who knew the genius of the Hebrew language they would be under- 
stood as so charged by the Prophet.- Thus the Septuagint, the Arabic, and the Syriac versions 
all agree in vendering the text, so that the people themselves, to whom the Prophet wrote, are 
made the agents of doing that which, in the style of the Hebrews, is ascribed to the Prophet 
himself... So also, it is manifest, that St. Paul, who. quotes the same Scripture, Acts xxviii; 
25-27, understood the Prophet; “ Well spake the Holy Ghost by Esaias the Prophet unto our 
fathers, saying, Go unto this people, and say, Hearing ye shall hear, and not understand ;. and 
seeing ye shall see, and not pereeive: for the heart of this people is waxed gross, and their, 
ears are dull of hearing, and their eyes Have THEY closed; lest they should see with their eyes, 
and hear with their ears, and understand with their heart, and should be converted, and-I 
should heal them.” Nor in the passage as it is.given by St. John, is the blinding of the eyes 
of the Jews attributed to God.. It stands, it is true, in our version, ‘‘ He hath blinded their 
eyes,” &c. But the Greek verbs have no nominative case expressed, and it is left to be supplied 
by the reader. Nor does-the context mention the agent; and farther, if we supply the pronoun 
He, we cannot refer it to God, since the passage closes with a change of person, “and J should. 
heal them.” ‘The agent blinding and hardening, and the agent attempting to “heal,” cannot, 
therefore, be the same, because they are opposed to each other, not only grammatically, but 
in design and operation. That agent, then, may be “the god of this world,” to whom the 
work of blinding them that believe not, is expressly attributed by the Apostle Paul;. or St. 
John, familiar with the Hebrew style, might refer it to the Prophet, who, consequentially, and 
through the wilful perverseness of the Jews, was the. occasion of their making their own 
“hearts gross, and closing their ears ;” or, finally, the personal verb may be used imperson- 
ally, and the active form for the passive, of which critics furnish parallel instances. (6) But in 
all these views the true.responsible agent and criminal doer is “ THIs PEOPLE,”—this perverse 
and obstinate people. themselves; a point to which every part of their Scriptures gives 
abundant testimony. : . ; 4 
2. It may be denied that the prophecy of Isaiah here quoted is, as Mr. Scott represents it, 
“a declaration of God’s purpose, which could not be defeated.” A simple prophecy is not a 
declaration of purpose at all; but the declaration of a future event.: If a purpose of Gop, to 
be hereafter accomplished, be declared, this declaration becomes more than a simple prophecy : 
it connects the act with an agent; and in the case before us, that agent is assumed to be Gop. 
But we have shown, that the agent in blinding the eyes, and closing the ears of these perverse 
Jews, is no where said to be Gop; and therefore the prophecy is nota declaration of His 
purpose: Again, if it were-a declaration of God’s purpose, it would not follow that it could 
not be defeated: for prophetic threatenings are not absolute; but imply conditions. This is 
so far from being a mere assumption, that it is established by the authority of Almighty Gop 
himself, who declares, Jer: xviil, 7, 8, “ At what instant I shall speak concerning a nation, to 
pluck up, and to pull down, and to destroy it; if that nation, against whom I have pronounced, 
turn from their evil, I will repent of the evil that I thought to do-unto them.” Here we have 
a prophetic commination uttered; “at what instant I speak”—*that nation against whom I 
have pronounced.” We have also the purpose in the mind of Gop—“ the evil that I thought ;? 
and yet this prediction might fail, and this purpose be defeated. So in the case of repentant 
Nineveh, the predicted destruction failed, and the wrathful purpose was defeated, without an 
impeachment of the Divine attributes: on the contrary, they were illustrated by this mani- 
festation of the mingled justice and grace of his administration, Mr. Scott, like many others, 
argues as though the prediction of an event gave certainty to it. But the certainty or uncer- 
tainty of events is not created by prophecy. Prophecy results from prescience ; and prescience 
has respect to what will be, but not necessarily to what must be. “Of this, however, more in 
its proper place. . : ? vie 2 j 
3, If this prophecy could be made to bear all that the Calvinists impose upon it, it would 
not serve their purpose. It would, even then, afford no proof of general election and repro- 
bation, since it has an exclusive application to the unbelieving part of the Jewish people only ; 


(6) See Whitby’s Paraphrase and Annot. and his Discourse on the Five Points, chap. i. 
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and is never adduced, either by St. John or by St. Paul, as the ground of-any general 

doctrine whatever. rose a son “feaind “4 
Jude 4, “For there are certain men crept in unawares, who were before of old ordained to 


this condemnation, ungodly men,” &. 9:4 seh ht ar 
_» The word which is here rendered ordained, is literally fore-wrilten; and the word rendered - 
condemnation, signifies legal punishment, or judgment, The passage means, therefore, either 
that the class of men spoken of had been foretold in the Scriptures, or that their punishment 
had been there formerly typified, in those examples of ancient times, of which several are 
cited in the following verses; as Cain, Balaam, Korah, and the cities. of the plain. Mr. Scott, 
therefore, very well interprets the text, when he says, “the Lord had foreseen them, for they 
were of old, registered to this condemnation: many predictions had, from the beginning, been 
delivered to this effect.’ But when he adds, “ Nay, these predictions had been extracts, as it 
were, from the registers of Heaven, even the secret and eternal decrees of God, in which he 
had determined to leave them to their pride and lusts, till they merited-and received this con- 
demnation,” we may well ask for the proof. All this is manifestly gratuitous; brought to the 
text, and not deduced from it; and is, therefore, very unworthy of a commentator. The 
“extracts” from the register of God’s decrees, as they are found in the Scriptures, contain no 
such sentiment as that these abusers of the grace of God only did that which P= not 
but do, in consequence of having been “left to their pride and lusts,” and excluded before they 
were born from the mercies of Christ. If this sentiment then is not in the “extracts,” itis not 
in the original register; or else something is there which God, in his own revealed word, has 
not extracted, and respecting which the commentator must either have had some independent 
revelation, or have been guilty of speaking very rashly. On the contrary, in the parallel 
| passage in 2 Peter ii, 1-3, where the same class of persons is certainly spoken of, so far are , 
_ they from being represented as excluded from the benefits of Christ’s redemption, that they 
_ are charged with a specific crime, which necessarily implies their participation in it, with the 
erime of “denying the Lord that soucur them.” . 
-1Cor. iv, 7, “For who maketh thee to differ from another?” 
The context shows that the Apostle was here endeavouring to repress that. ostentation 
. which had arisen among many persons in the church of Corinth, on account of their spiritual 
| gifts aad endowments. This he does by referring those gifts to God, as the séle giver,—“ for 
| who maketh thee to differ 7” or who confers superiority upon thee? as the sense obviously is; 
‘and what hast thou that thou didst not receive?” Mr, Scott acknowledges that “the Apostle 
| is here speaking more immediately of natural abilities, and spiritual gifts; and not of special 
and efficacious grace.” If so, then the passage has nothing to do with this controversy. The 
argument he however affirms, concludes equally in one case, as in the other; and in his sermon 
en election he thus applies it: “Let the blessings of the Gospel be fairly proposed, with 
_ solemn warnings and pressing invitations, to two men of exactly the same character and dis- 
| position: if they are left to themselves in entirely similar circumstances, the effect must be 
precisely the same. But, behold, while one proudly scorns and resents the gracious offer, the 
| other trembles, weeps, prays, repents, believes! Who maketh this man to differ from the 
other? or what hath he that he hath not received? The Scriptural answer to this question, 
when properly understood, decides the whole controversy.” (7) 
As this is a favourite argument, and a popular dilemma in the hands of the Calvinists, and 
_ so much is supposed to depend upon its solution, we may somewhat particularly examine It. 
Instead of supposing the case of two men “of exactly the same character and disposition,” 
why not suppose the same man in two moral states? for one man who “proudly scorns the 
Gospel” does not more differ from another who penitently receives it, than the same man who 
has once scoffingly rejected, and afterward meekly submitted to it, differs from himself; as for 
instance, Saul the Pharisee from Paul the Apostle. Now, to account for the case of two men, 
ene receiving the Gospel, and the other rejecting it, the theory of election is brought in; but 
in the case of the one man in two different states, this theory cannot be resorted to. The man 
was elect from eternity ; he is no outcast from the mercy of his God, and the redemption of © 
his Saviour, and yet, in one period of his life, he proudly scorns the offered merey of Christ, 
at another he accepts it. It is clear, then, that the doctrine of election, simply considered in 
itself, will not solve the latter case; and by consequence it will not solve the former : for the 
mere fact, that one man rejects the Gospel while another receives it, is no more a proof of the 
non-election of the non-recipient, than the fact of a man now rejecting it, who shall afterward 
receive it, is a proof of his non-election. "The solution, then, must be sought for in some com- 
munication of the grace of God, in some inward operation upon the heart, which is supposed 
to be a consequence of election; but this leads to another and distinct question. ‘This question 
is not, however, the vincibility or invincibility of the grace of God, at Jeast not. in the first 
instance. It is, in truth, whether there is any operation of the grace of God in man at all 
tending to salvation, in cases where we see the Gospel rejected. Is the man who rejects 
perseveringly, and he who rejects but for a time, perhaps a long period of his life, left without 
any good motions or assisting influence from the grace of Gop, or not ? This question seems 
to admit of but one of three answers. Either he has no gracious assistance at all, to dispose 


(7) Calvin puts the matter in much the same way. Inst. lib, Ali, ©. 24, 
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him to receivé the Gospel; or he has a sufficient influence of grace so to dispose him, or that 
gracious influence is dispensed in an insufficient measure. If the first answer be given, then 
not only are the non-elect left without-any visitations of grace throughout life; but the elect 
also are left without them, until the moment of their effectual calling. If the second be offered 
as the answer, then both in the'case of the non-elect. man who finally rejects Christ, and that 
of the elect man, who rejects him for a great part of his life, the saving grace of God must be 
allowed so to work as to be capable of cotton, and effectual resistance. If this be denied, 
then the third answer must be adopted, and the grace of God must be allowed so to influence 
as to be designedly insufficient for the ends for which it is given; that is, it is given for no 
saving end at all, either as to the non-elect, or as to the elect all the time they remain in a 
state of actual alienation from Christ. For if an insufficient degree of grace is bestowed, when 
a sufficient degree might have been imparted, then there must have been a-reason for restrain- 
ing the degree of grace to-an insufficient: measure; which reason could only be, that it might 
be insufficient, and therefore not saving. Now, two of the three of these positions are mani- 
festly contrary to the word:of Gop. ‘To say that no gracious influence of the Holy Spirit 
operates upon the unconverted, is to take away their guilt; since they cannot be guilty of 
rejecting the Gospel if they have no power to embrace it, either from themselves, or by 
impartation; while yet the Scripture represents this as the highest guilt of men. All the 
exhortations, and reproofs, and invitations of Scripture, are, also, by this doctrine, turned into 
mockery and delusion; and, finally, there.can be no such thing.in this case, as “resisting the 
Holy ‘Ghost ;” as “ grieving and. quenching the Spirit;”-as-“doing despite to the Spint of 
grace,” either in the case of the non-elect, who are never converted, or of the elect, before 
conversion: so that the latter have never been guilty of stubbornness,-and obstinacy, and 
. rebellion, and resistance of grace; though these are, by them, afterward, always acknow- 
ledged among their sins. Nor did they: ever feel any good motion, or drawing from the Spirit 
of God, before what they term their effectual calling ; though, it is presumed, that few, if any 
‘of them, will deny this in fact. } t 

If the doctrine, that no grace is imparted before conversion, is then contradicted both by 

Seripture and experience; how will the case stand, as to the intentional restriction of that 
grace to a degree which is insufficient to dispose the subject to the acceptance of the Gospel ? 
if this view be held, it must be maintained equally as to the elect. before their conversion, and 
as to the non-elect. In that case, then, we have equal difficulty in accounting for the guilt of 
man, as when it is. supposed that no grace at all is imparted; and for the reproofs, calls, and 
‘invitations, and threatenings of the word of God. For where lies the difference between the 
absolute non-impartation of grace, and grace so imparted as to be designedly insufficient for 
salvation? Plainly there is none, except that we can see no end at all for giving insufficient 
grace; a circumstance which would only serve to render still more perplexing the principles 
and practice of the Divine administration. It has no end of mercy, and none of justice ; nor, 
as faras can be perceived, of wisdom. Not of mercy, for it effects nothing merciful, and designs 
not to effect it; not of justice, for it places no man under equitable responsibility; not of 
wisdom, for it has no assignable end. ‘The Scripture treats all men to whom the Gospel is 
preached as endowed with power, not indeed from themselves, but from the grace of God, to 
“tum at his reproof;” to come at his “call;” to embrace his-“grace ;” but they have no 
eapacity for any of these acts, if either-of these opinions be true: and thus the word of Gop 
is contradicted. So also is experience, in both cases; for there-could be no sense of guilt for 
having rejected Christ, and-grieved the Holy Spirit, either in the non-elect never converted, 
or in the elect before conversion, if either they had no visitations of grace at all; or if-these 
were designedly granted in an insufficient degree. 

It follows, then, that the doctrine of the impartation of grace to the unconverted, in a suffi- 
cient degree to enable them to embrace the Gospel, must be admitted; and with this doctrine 
comes in that of a power in man to use, or to spurn this heavenly gift and gracious assistance : 
in other words, a power of willing to come to Christ, even when men do not come; a power of 
considering their ways, and turning to the Lord, when they do not consider them and turn 
to him ;- a power of praying, when they do not pray ; anda power of believing, when they , 
do not believe: powers all of grace; all the results of the work of the Spirit in the heart ; but 
powers to be exerted by man, since it is man, and not God, who wills, and turns, and prays, 
and believes, while the influence under which this is done is from the grace of Gop alone. 
‘This is the doctrine which is clearly contained in the words of St. Paul, “ Work out your own 
salvation with fear and trembling; for it is God that worketh in you both to will and to do, 
of his own good pleasure;” where, not only the operation of God, but the coéperation of man, 
are distinctly marked; and are both held up. as necessary to the production. of the grand 
result—“ salvation.” : . 

It will appear, then, from these observations, that the question, “Who maketh thee to 
differ?” as urged by Mr. Scott and others from the time of Calvin, is a very inapposite one to 
their purpose, for, 

First, it is a question which the Apostle asks with no reference to a difference in religious 
state, but only with respect to gifts and endowments. Secondly, the Holy Ghost gives no 
authority for such an application of his words as is thus made, in any other part of Scripture. 
Thirdly, it cannot be employed for the purpose \for which it is dragged forth so often from its 
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context and meaning ; for, in the use’thus made of it, itis falsely assumed, that the two men 
instanced, the one who rejects, and the other who embraces the Gospel, are not each endowed 
with sufficient grace to enable them to receive God’s gracious offer. - Now this, we may again 
say, must either be denied or affirmed. If it be affirmed, then the difference between the two 
men consists, not where they place it, in the destitution or deficiency on the one hand, or in 
the plenitude on the other, of the grace of Gop; but in the use of grace : and when they say, 
“i¢ 1s God which maketh them to differ,” they say in fact, that it is God that not only gives 
sufficient grace to each; but uses that grace for them. For if it be allowed that sufficient 
svace for repentance and faith is given to each, then the true difference between them is, that 
one repents, and the other does not repent ; the one believes, and the other does not believe : 
if, therefore, this difference is to be attributed to God directly, then the act of repenting, and 
the act of believing, are both the acts of Gop. If they hesitate to avow this, for it is an 
absurdity, then either they must give up the question as totally useless to them, or else take 
the other side of the alternative, that to all who reject the Gospel, sufficient grace to receive it 
is not given. How then will that serve them? They may say, it is true, when they take the 
man who embraces the Gospel, “ Who maketh him to differ but God, who gives this sufficient 
grace to him?” but then we have an equal right to take the man who rejects the Gospel, and 
ask, “Who maketh him to differ” from the man that embraces it? ‘To this they cannot reply 
that he maketh himself to differ; for that which they here lay down is, that he has either no 
grace at all imparted to him to enable him to act as the other: or, what amounts to the same 
thing, no sufficient degree of it to produce a-true faith; that he never had that grace; that he 
is, and always must remain, as destitute of it as when he was born. He does not, therefore, 
make-himself to differ from the man who embraces the Gospel ; for he has no power to imitate 
his example, and'to make himself equal with him; and the only answer to our question is, 
“that it is God who maketh him to differ from the other,” by. withholding that grace by which 
alone he could be prevented from rejecting the Gospel; ‘and this, so far from “settling the 
whole controversy,” is the very point in debate. 5 

This dilemma, then, will prove, when examined, but inconvenient to themselves; for if 
sufficiency of grace be allowed to the unconverted, then the Calvinists make the acts of grace, 
as well as the gift of grace itself, to be the work of God in the elect: if sufficiency of grace is - 
denied, then the unbelief and condemnation of the wicked are not from themselves, but from 
God. (8) The fact is, that this supposed puzzle has been always used ad captandum; and is 
unworthy so grave a controversy; and as to the pretence, that the admission of a power in 
man to use or to abuse the grace of Gop involves some merit or ground of glorying in man 
himself, this is equally fallacious, The power “to will and to do,” is the sole result of the 
working of Godin man. Allis of grace: “By the grace of God,” must every one say, “I am 
whatI am.” Here is no dispute; every good thought, desire, and tendency of the heart, and 
all its power to turn these to practical account by prayer, by faith, by the use of the means 
of grace, through which new power “ to will and to do,” new power to use grace, as well as 
new grace, is communicated, is of Gop. Every good act, therefore, is the use of a com- 
municated power which is given of grace, as the stretching out of the withered hand of the 
healed man was the use of the power communicated to his imbecility, and still working with 
the act, though not the act itself; and to attempt to lay a ground of boasting and self-sufli- 
ciency in the assisted acceptance of the grace of God by us; and the empowered submission of 
our hearts to it, is as manifestly absurd-as it would be to say, that the man, whose arm was 
withered, had great reason to congratulate himself on his share in the glory of the miracle, 
because he himself stretched out the invigorated member at the command of Christ ; and 
because it was not, in fact, lifted up by the hand of him who, in that act of faith and obedience, 
had healed him. ‘ ’ 

The question of the invincibility of Divine grace, is a point to be in another place considered. 

Acts xviii, 9, 10, “Be not afraid, but speak, and hold not thy peace; for I am with thee, 
and no man, shall set on thee to hurt thee; for I have much: people in this city.” 

My, Scott, to whom the doctrine of election is always present, aie “in this Christ evidently 
spake of those who were his by election, the gift of the Father, and his own purchase ; though, 
at that time, in an unconverted state.” (9) It would have been more “evident” had this been 
said by the writer of the Acts as well as by Mr. Scott, or any thing approaching to it. The 
“evidence,” we fear, was all-in Mr. Scott’s predisposition of mind; for it no where else 
appears. The expression is, at least, capable of two very satisfactory interpretations, inde- 
pendent of the theory of Calvinistic election. It may mean, that there were many well 
disposed and serious inquirers among the “Greeks” in Corinth; for when Paul turned from 
the Jews, he “ entered into the house of Justus, one that worshipped Gov.” _'This man was a 
Greek proselyte; and, from various parts of the Acts of the Apostles it is plain, that this 
class of people were not only numerous, but generally received the Gospel with joy, and were 
among the first who joined the primitive churches. They manifested their rcadiness to reeetve 
the Gospel in Corinth itself when the Jews “opposed and blasphemed ;” and it is not impro- 


(8) This Calvin scruples not to say, “The supreme Lord, therefore, by depriving of the communication of 
his light, and leaving in darkness those whom he has reprobated, makes way for the accomplishment of his 
own predestination.”—Inst, Lib. iii, c, 24. (9) Notes in.loc. 
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CHAPTER XXVIII. 
THeEortEs WHICH LIMIT THE Exrenr or ras Dearn or Curis. 


WE have, in the foregoing attempt to establish the doctrine of the aero of all man- 
ind against our Calvyinistie brethren, taken their scheme in the sense in which it is usuall 
understood, without noticing those minuter shades with which the system has been varie 
In this discussion, it is hoped, that no expression has hitherto escaped inconsistent with 
candour. Doctrinal truth would be as little served by this as Christian charity ; Nor ought 
it ever to be forgotten by the theological inquirer, that the system which wo Tie brought 
under review has, in some of its branches, always embodied, and often preserved in various 
parts of Christendom, that truth which is vital to the church, and salutary to the souls of 
men. It has numbered, too, among its votaries, many venerable names } and many devoted 
and holy men, whose writings often rank among the brightest a se ot Seriptinral criticism 
and practical divinity. We think the peculiarities of their creed ¢ early opposed to the sense 
of Scripture, and fairly chargeable in argument with all those consequences we have deduced 
from them ; and which, were it necessary to the disoussion, might be characterized in still 
Stronger language. Those consequences, however, let it be observed, we oy exhibit, as 
logical ones. By many of this class of divines they are denied ; by others modi ed; and by 
a third party explained away to their own satisfaction b means of metaphysical and subtle 
distinctions. As logical consequences only they are, therefore: in such cases, fairly to be 
charged upon our Opponents, in any disputes which may arise. By keeping this distinction 
in view, the discussion of these points may be preserved unfettered 3 and candour and charity 
sustain no wound. : 

We shall now proceed to justify the general view we have taken of the Calvinistic doctrine 
of election, predestination, and partial redemption, by adducing the sentiments of Calvin him- 
self, and of Calvinistic theologians and churches; after which, our attention may be directed, 
briefly, to some of those more modern modifications of the system, which, though they differ 
not, as we think, so materially from the original model &s some of their advocates Suppose, yet 
made concessions not unimportant to the more liberal, ahd, as we believe, the only Seriptural 
theory. 

Calvin has at large opened his sentiments on election, in the third book of his Tnstitutes. (1) 
“ Predestination we call the eternal decree of God; by which he hath determined in him. 
self what he would have to become of every individual of mankind. For they are not all 
created with similar destiny ; but eternal life is foreordained for some, and eternal damnation 
for others. Every man, therefore, being created for one or other of these ends, we say, he is 
predestinated, either to life, or to death.” After having spoken of the election of the race of 
Abraham, and then of particular branches of that race, he proceeds, “'Phough it is sufficiently 
clear that God, in his secret counsel, freely chooses whom he will, and rejects others, his gra= 
tuitous election is but half displayed till we come to particular individuals, to whom God not 
ee offers salvation, but assigns it in such a manner, that the certainty of the effect is liable to 
no suspense or doubt.” He sumis up the chapter, in which he thus Senerally states the doctrine, in 
these words: (2) “In conformity, t erefore, to the clear doctrine of the Scripture, we assert, that 
by an eternal-and immutable counsel, God hath once for all determined both whom he would 
admit to salvation, and whom he would condemn to destruction. We aftirm that this counsel, 
as far as concerns the elect, is founded on his gratuitous mercy, totally irrespective of hum: 
merit; but that to those whom he devotes to condemnation, the gate of life is closed by a jus 
and irreprehensible, but incomprehensidle judgment. In the elect, we consider calling as 


(1) The following quotations are made from Allen’s translation, London, 1823, 
(2) Chap. 21, book iii, 
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an evidence of election ; and justification as another token of its manifestation, till they arrive 
in glory, which constitutes its completion. A's God seals his elect by vocation and justifica- 
tion, so by excluding the reprobate from the knowledge of his name, and sanctification of his 


se dispositions 
he sees will be inclined to wickedness and: impiety. Thus they not only o scure election by 
covering it with the veil of foreknowledge, but pretend that it originates in another cause.” 
Consistently with this, he a little farther on asserts, that election does not flow from holiness ; 
but holiness from election. “For when it is said, that the faithful are elected that they should 
be holy, it is fully implied, that the holiness they were in future to’ possess, had its. origin in 
election.” He proceeds to quote the example of Jacob and Esau, ’as loved and hated before 


cause than his determination to exclude them fiom the inheritance which he predestines for his 
children.’”(5) C 
This is the scheme of predestination as exhibited by Calvin; arid it is remarkable, that the 
answers which he is compelled to give to objections did not unfold to this:great and acute man 
its utter contrariety to the testimony of God, aind to all established notions of equity among 
men. To the objection taken from Justice, he replies, “They (the objectors) inquire by what 
right the Lord is angry with his creatures who had not provoked him by any previous offence ; 
for that to devote to destruciion whom he pleases, is more like the Caprice of a tyrant, than 
the lawful sentence of'a judge. If such thoughts ever enter into the minds of pious men, they 
will be sufficiently enabled ‘to break their violence by this one consideration, how exceedingly 
presumptuous it is, only to inquire into the causes of the Divine will 3 which is, in fact, and 
is justly entitled to be, the cause of every thing that exists. For if it has any cause, then 
there must be something antecedent on’ which it depends, which it is impious to suppose. 
For the will of God is the highest rule of justice ; so that what he wills must be considered just, 
for this very reason, because Ke wills it.” The evasions are here curious, 1. He assumes the 
very thing in dispute, that God has willed the destruction of any part of the human race, “ for 
no other cause than because he wills it ;” of which assumption there is not only not a word of 
proof in Scripture ; but, on the contrary, all Scripture ascribes the death of him that dieth to 
his own will, and not to the will of Gon; .and therefore, contradicts his statement. 2. He 
pretends that to assign any cause to the Divine will is to Suppose something antecedent to, 
something above God, and, therefore, “ impious ;” as if we might not suppose something in 
God to be the rule of his will, not only without any impiety, but with truth and piety; as, 
for instance, his perfect wisdom, holiness, justice, and goodness : or, in other words, to believe 
the exercise of his will to flow from the perfection of his whole nature; a much more honour- 
able and Scriptural view of the will of Gop than that which subjects it to no rule, even in the 
nature of God himself. 3. When he calls the will of God, “the highest: rule “of: justice,” 
beyond which we cannot push our inquiries, he confounds the will of God, as a rule of justice 
to us, and as a rule to himself. - This will is our rule ; yet even then, because we know that 
it is the will of a perfect being ; but when Calvin represents mere will as constituting God’s 
own rule of justice, he shuts out knowledge, discrimination of the nature of things, and 
holiness; which is saying something very different to that great truth, that God cannot will 
any thing but what is perfectly just. It is to say that blind will; will which has no respect to 
any thing but itself; is God’s highest rule of justice ; a position which, if presented abstract- 
edly, many of the most ultra Calvinists ‘would spurn. 4, He determines the question by the 
authority of his own metaphysics, and totally forgets that one dictum of inspiration overturns 
his whole theory,—God “willeth all men to be saved :” a declaration, which, in no part of the 
sacred volume, is opposed or limited by any contrary declaration. : 
Calvin, is not, however, content thus to leave the matter ;. but resorts to an argument in 
which he has been generally followed by those who have adopted his system with some miti- 


(8) Book iii, chap, 22, _ (4) Whid. chap. 22. (5) Ibid, chap. 23, 
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gations. “As we are all corrupted by sin, we must necessarily be odious to Gop, and that not 
from tyrannical cruelty ; but in the most equitable estimation of justice. -If.all whom the Lord 
redestinates to death are, in their natural condition, liable to the sentence of death, what 
injustice do they complain of receiving from him ?” To this Calvin very fairly states the obvious 
rejoinder made in his day; and which the common sense of mankind will always make, — 
“They object, were they not by the decree of Gop antecedently predestinated to that corrup- 
tion which is now stated as the cause of their condemnation? When they perish in their cor- 
ruption, therefore, they only suffer the punishment of that misery into which, in consequence 
of his predestination, Adam fell, and precipitated his posterity with him.” The manner in 
which Calyin attempts to refute this objection, shows how truly unanswerable it is upon his 
system. “I confess,” says he, “indeed, that all the descendants of Adam fell, by the Divine 
will, into that miserable condition in which they are now involved; and this is what I assert 
from the beginning, that we must always return at last to the sovereign determination of Gods 
will; the cause of which, is hidden in himself. . But it follows not, therefore, that God is liable 
to this reproach; for we will answer them in the language of Paul, ‘O man, who art thou that. 
-repliest against God? shall the thing formed say to him that formed it, Why hast thou made 
me thus?’ ” That is, in order to escape the pinch of the objection, he assumes, that St. Paul 
affirms that God has “ formed” a part of the human race for eternal misery ; and that by 
imposing silence upon them, he iutended to declare that this proceeding in Gop was just. Now 
the passage may be proved from the context to mean no such thing; but, if that failed, and it 
were more obscure in its meaning than it really is, such.an interpretation would be contradicted 
by many other plain texts of Holy Writ, ofwbich Calvin takes no notice. Even if this text 
would serve the purpose better, it gives-no answer to the objection; for we are brought rouna 
again, as indeed Calvin.confesses, to his former, and indeed only argument, that the whole 
matter, as he states it, is to be referred back to the Divine will; which will, though perfectly 
arbitrary, is, as he contends, the highest rule of justice. “I say, with Augustine, that the Lord 
created those whom he certainly foreknew would fall into destruction; and that this was 
actually so, because he willed it; but of his will, it belongs not to us to demand the reason, 
which we are incapable of comprehending ; nor is it reasonable, that the Divine will should be 
made the subject of controversy with us, which is only another name for the highest rule of 
justice” ‘Thus he shuts us out from pursuing the argument. When God places fences 
against our approach, we grant, that we are bound not “to break through and gaze ;” but not 
so, when man, without authority, usurps this authority, and warns us off from his own 
inclosures, as though we were trespassing upon the peculiar domains of God himself. Calvin’s 
evasion proves the objection unanswerable. For if all is to be resolved into the mere will of 
God as to the destruction of the reprobate ; if they were created for this purpose, as Calvin 
expressly affirms; if they fell into their corruption in pursuance of God’s determination ;_ if, 
as he-had said before, “God passes them by, and reprobates them, from no other cause than 
his determination to exclude them from the inheritance of his children,” why refer to their 
natural corruption at all, and their being odious to God in that state, since the same reason is 
given for their corruption as for their reprobation ?—not any fault of theirs ; but the mere will 
of Gop, “the reprobation hidden-in his secret counsel,” and not grounded on the visible and 
tangible fact of their demerit. Thus the election taught by Calvin is not a choice of some 
persons to peculiar grace from the whole mass, equally deserving of punishment ; (though this 
is a sophism ;) for, in that case, the decree of reprobation would rest upon God’s foreknow- 
ledge of those passed by as corrupt and guilty, which notion he rejects. ‘For since God 
foresees future events only in consequence of his decree that they shall happen, it is useless to 
contend about foreknowledge, while it is evident that all things come to pass rather by ordina- 
tion anddecree. It is a HORRIBLE DECREE I confess; but no one can deny that God foreknew 
the future fate of man before he created him; and that he did foreknow it, because it was 
appointed by his own decree.” Agreeably to-this, he repudiates the distinction between will 
and permission. “For what.reason shall we assign for his permitting it, but because it is his 
will? It is not probable, however, that man procured his own destruction by the mere per- 
mission, and without any appointment of God.” 3 ee 
With this doctrine he again makes a singular attempt to reconcile the demerit of men:. 
“Their perdition depends on the Divine predestination in such a manner, that the cause and 
matter of itare found in themselves. For the first man fell because the Lord had determmed it 
should so happen. The reason of this determination is unknown to us.—-Man, therefore, falls 
according to the appointment of Divine providence ; but he falls by his own fault, ‘The Lord 
hada little before pronounced every thing that he had made to be ‘very good.’ Whence, 
then, comes the depravity of man to revolt from hisGop? Lest it should be thought to come 
from creation, God approved and commended what had proceeded from himself. By his own 
wickedness, therefore, man corrupted the nature he had received pure from the Lord, and b 
his fall he drew all his posterity with him ts destruction.” It is in this way that. Calvin 
attempts to avoid the charge f making God the author of sin. But how Gon should not 
merely permit the defection of the first man, but appoint it, and rill it, and that his will should 
be the “necessity of things,” all which.he had before asserted, and yet that Deity should not 
be the author of that which he appointed, willed, and imposed a necessity upon, would be rather 
a delicate inquiry, It is enough that Calvin rejects the impious doctrine, anc even though his 
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Sm les directly lead to it, tine hevhas put in his disclaimer, he is entitled to be exempted 
tom the charge ;—but the logical conclusion is inevitable. 20 SRC OE 
«In much-the same manner he contends that the hecessity of sinning is laid upon the repro- 
y the ordination of Gop, and yet denies God to be the author of their sin, since the 
corruption of men was derived from Adam, by his own fault, and not from Gop. Here, also, 
although the Pani still remains of conceiving how a necessity of sinning should be laid on™ 


reprobate, and that this shoul be attributable to the will of God as its cause, while yet God; 
70 No sense injurious to his perfections, 1s tok egarded as the author of sin, we still admit 
Calvin’s disclaimer; but then he cannot have the au, ge on both sides, ae ; 

this or some of his former positions. He exhorts us “ ratligr ee contemplate the evident cause 


of condemnation, which is nearer to us, In the corrupt nature of mankind, than search after a 


other cause than “the will of God,” and his “sovereign determination ;”—that men have no 
reason “to expostulate with God, if they are predestinated to eternal death, without any. 
demerit of their own, merely by his sovereign will ;”—and then, that the corrupt nature of 
mankind is thie evident and nearer cause of condemnation ; (which cause, however, was still a 


tion be laid in man’s corruption, it cannot be laid in the mere will and sovereign determination 
of Gop, unless we ‘suppose him to be the author of sin. It is this offensive doctrine ow! 5 
which can reconcile them. - For if God so wills, and appoints, and necessitates the depravity 
of man, as to-be the author of it, then there is no inconsistency in saying that the ruin of the 
reprobate is‘both from the mere will of God, and from the corru ption of their nature, which is 


but the result of that will. The one is then, as Calvin States, the “evident and nearer cause,” 


other, or be consenting, If they are opposed, the scheme is given up; if consenting, then are 
both reprobation and luman corruption the results of the same will, the same decree, and 
necessity. It would be trifling to say, that the decree does not influence; for if so, it is no 
decree in Calvin’s sense, who understands the decree of Gop, as the foregoing extracts and 


and permission, and avow the sentiment of St. Augustine, “that the will of God is the necessity 
of thmgs; and that what he has willed, will necessarily come to pass.” (6) So, in writing to 


God has elected, he props up with an invincible power unto perseverance. Why did he not, 
afford this to Adam, if he would have had him stand in his integrity 2” (7) And with this view 
of necessity, as resulting from the decree of God, the immediate followers of Calvin coincide ; 
the end and the means, as to the elect, and as to the reprobate, are equally fixed by the decree ; 
therefore worse than trifling to attempt to make out a case of justice in favour of this assumed 
Divine procedure, by alleging the corruption and guilt of man: a point which, indeed, Calvin 


himself, in fact, gives up when he says, “that the reprobate obey not the word of Gop, when ~~” 


made known to them, is justly imputed to the wickedness and depravity of their hearts, provid- 
ed it be at the same time stated, that they are abandoned to this depravity, because they have 
been raised up by a just, but inscrutable judgment of Gop, to display his glory in their con- 


(6) Book iii, chap 23, sec. 8, (7) Quoted in Bishop Womack’s Calvinist Cabinet Unlocked, p, 34, 
(8) Inst. book iii, chap, 24, sec. £4. A . 
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\. Itis'by availing themselves of these ineffectual struggles of Calvin ito give some colour of 
justice to Agena 3 ing decree, by Ssingremne the corruption of man as a cause of reprobation, 
that some of his ee , in the very teeth ofthis words, to 
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reduce his : ralapsari ‘anism. This was attempted, by Amyralc us; who was 
nie Guan US “4 his tract “De Jure Dei in Creaturas.” - This last writer, y 
by several of the same passages we have given above from Calvin’s Institutes, and by « ; 
from his other writes. proves that Calvin did by no means consider man, as fallen, te the 

et of reprobation; but man not yet “created; man as-to-be created, and so reprobated, 


no consideration in the Divine mind of his or actual guilt, except as consequences of 


an eternal preterition of the persons of the reprobate, resolvable only into the sovereign pl 


*+ ! references he makes tv Men as corrupt, and to their corrupt state-as the proximate 
-cause ir rejection, are all_manifes used to parry off rather than to answer. objections, 
and somewhat tos as Curcelleus observes, the harsher parts of hissystem. And, indeed. 


=e ? 
for what reason are we so often brought back to that unfailing refuge of alvin and his follow- 
ers, “the presumption and wickedness of replying against God?” For if reprobation be a 
matter of human deseré, it cannot be a mystery ; if it be adequate punishment for an adequate 
fault, there is no need to urge it wpon us to bow with submission to an unexplained sovereignty. 
We may add, there is no need to speak of a remote or first cause of reprobation, if the proximate 
cause willexplain the whole case ; and that Calvin’s. continual reference to God’s secret counsel, 
and will, and inscrutable judgment, could have no aptness to his argument.(9) Among English 
divines, ‘Dr. Twiss has sufficiently defended Calvin from the charge, as he esteems it, of sub- 
lapsarianism; and, whatever merit Twiss’s own supralapsarian creed may have, his argument 
on this point is unanswerable. 4 - " 
This then is the doctrine of Calvin, which was followed: by several of the churches of the 
Reformation, who in this respect distmguished themselves from the Lutherans. (1) It wasa 
doctrine, however, unknown in the primitive churches ; and may be ranked among those errors 
which the Pagan philosophy subsequently engrafted upon the faith of Christ. (2) 
~ Bishop Tomline’s “Refutation of Calvinism,” although. very erroneous in some of its doc- 
trinal views, has some valuable and conclusive quotations from the ancient Fathers, proving 
“that the peculiar tenets of Calvinism are in direct opposition to the doctrines maintained in 
the first ages” They also show that there is a great similarity between some points in that 
system and several of the most. prevalent of the early heresies. “The Manicheans denied the 
freedom of the human will; and. spoke of the elect as persons who could not sin, or fail of 
salvation.” The fruitful source of these notions was the Gnosticism of early times, which was 
the worst part of the speculative Pagan philosophy, engrafted on a eorrupted Christianity ; 
and was vigorously opposed by the Fathers, from the earliest date. In this system of affected 
and dreaming wisdom it was assumed, that some souls were created bad, and others good ; 
and that they sprung, therefore, from different principles, or creators. Origen contended, in 
opposition to these speculations, that all souls were by nature of the same quality; that the 
use of the freedom of will made the differences we see in practice; and that this liberty ren- 
dered them liable to reward and to ishment ; ascribing, however, this reeovered freedom 
of the will, which had been lost in Adam, to the grace ‘of Christ. The Platonism which he 
mixed up with his system was justly resisted in the church; but his doctrine of the freedone 
of the will prevailed generally in the east. It was-afterward carried to a dangerous extent by 
Pelagius, whose doctrine was modified by Cassian. These diseussions called Augustine into 
a controversy, which carried him to the opposite extreme; and ap to have revived the 
-Manichean notions of his youth in such a degree aggreatly to tinge many parts of his sytem 


(9) Amyraldus tamen, ut eum infra lapsum substitisse probet, m constituendo reprobationis objecto, profert 
pe loca in quibus ille corrupte masse meminit, et hujus decreti equitatem ah originali peceato arcessit. 
facilis est responsio. Nam Calvinus ipse, qua ratione ista cum iis quee attuli sint concilianda nos docet : 
nimirum adhibita distinctione inter propinquam reprobationis causam, quam residentem in nobiscorruptionem 
esse vult, et remotam, qu sit unicum Dei beneplacitum. Et quanquam variis in locis causam propinquam, 
veluti ad sententie sue duritiem emolliendam aptiorem, magis videatur urgere; ita tamen id facit ut non 
raro consilii arcant, voluntaiis occulte, judicti inscrutabilis, et similium, quibus primam rejectionis causam 
solet designare, ibidem simul meminerit.—De Jure Dei, &c, cap. x- ; eae 
(1) “ The Reformed Church, in the largest import of the word, comprises all the religious communities 
which have separated themselves from the church of Rome. In this sense the words are often used by English 
writers; but having been adopted by the French Calvinists to deScribe their church, this term is most com> 
“monly used on the continent as a general appellation of all the churches who profess the doctrines of Calvin. 
About the year 1541, the church of Geneva was placed by the magistrates of that city under the direction of 
Calyin;where his learning, eloquence, and talents for business, soon attracted general notice. By degrees his 
fame reached every part of Europe. Having prevailed upon the senate of Geneva to found an academy, and 
place it under his rintendence; and having filled it with men, eminent throughout Evrope for their learn- 
ing and talent, it beca e favourite resort of all persons who leaned to the new principles, andsought religious 
and literary instruction. m Germany, France, Italy, England, and Scotland, rmumbers crowded to the new 
academy, and returned from Ryo their native countries, saturated with the doctrine Geneva; and barni 
with zeal to propagate its creed.”">Butler’s Life of Grotius. —- 3 
(2) This was the view of Melancthon; who, in writing to Peucer, says, “ Leelius writes to me, and says, that 
the controversy respecting the SrorcAt Fare, is agitated with such Tncommonderrougat Geneva, that ons 
individual is cast into prison because he happened to difler from Zeno.” . 
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where the Collations of Cassian, a disciple of Chrysostom, a work which has been called semi- 
Peiavian, was held in extensive estimation; so that substa: ( 


appeared between the Western and the Greek churches, on these points, for several centuries, 
In the ninth cer St. Austin’s doctrines were revived and asserted by ee 


was as absurdly as wickedly persecuted on that account. His doctrines were condemned 
tyro councils; and the controversy was laid to. rest, until the subtle qeeions contained in. it 
were | by the Schoolmen. ‘Thomas Aquinas and the Dominicans ac opted the strongest 


Antinomian heresy ; while others, éither to avoid this fearful result, or perceiving the discre- 
pancy of the harsher parts of the theory. with the word of God, have impressed upon it, a more 


The three leading schemes of predestination, prevalent among the Reformed churches 
previa to the Synod of Dort, are thus stated in the celebrated Declaration of Arminius 


efore the states of Holland. They comprehend the theories generally known by the names 


preceely deorgsd to save certain particular men by his mercy or grace; but to condemn others 
by his justice; and to do all this, without having any regard in such decree to righteousness 
or sin, obedience or disobedience, which could possibly exist on the part of one class of men, 
or the other. 2. That for the execution of the preceding decree, God determined to create 


also ordained them to commit sin, that they might thus ‘become guilty of eternal condemnation, 
and be deprived of original righteousness. 3. That those persons whom God has thus posi- 
tively wished to save, he has decreed, not only to salvation, but also to the means which 


tion, he has also decreed to deny that grace which is necessary and sufficient for salvation ; and 
does not, in reality, confer it upon them; so.that they are neither placed in a possible condi- 


(3) Dictionary, Art. Augustine. ‘ 4 
4) “It is pleasing,” says Dr. Copleston, “ and satisfactory, to trace the progress of Melancthon’s opinions 
“pon the subject. In the first dawning of the Reformation, he, as well as Luther, had been led into those 
metaphysical discussions which Calvin afterward toulded into a system, and incorporated with his exposi- 
tion of the Christian doctrine. But so early as the year 1529 he renounced this error, and expunged the 
passages that contained it from the later editions of his Loci Theologici. Luther, who had in his early life 
‘maintained the same opinions, after the controversy with Erasmus about free will, never taught them; and 
although he did not, with the candour of Melancthon, openly retract whut he had once written, yet he bestowed 
thé highest commendations on the last editions of Melancthon’s Work, containing this correction. (g) He also 
scrupled not to assert publicly, that at the beginning of the Reformation, his creed was not contieely set. 
tled : (A) and in his last work of any importance, he ig anxious to point out the ualifications, with which all he 
hhad ever said, on the doctrine of absolute necessity, ought to be received.” “Vos ergo, quinune me audistis, 
memineritis me hoe docuisse, non esse inquirendum de Predestinatione Dei ubsconditi, sed in illis acquies. 
cendum, que revelantur per vocationem et per ministerium verbi..... Hee eadem alibi quoque in meis libris 
rotestatus sum, et nunc etiam viva voce trado: Ideo sum excusatus. (1) Wake: ap fe 

_ (5) This statement of the supralapsarian and sublapsarian theories, as given by Arminius, might be illum 
trated and verified by quotations from the elder Calvinistic divines: the reader will, however, find what is 


' amply sufficient in those given in Bishop Womack’s Calvinistic Cabinet Unlocked. 


ioe f Preface to the first volume of Luther’s Works, A. D. 1546. 
y 4) Lour. Bampt. Lect. note 21 to Serm. ii. (é) Op. vol. vi, p. 326, 
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The secon opinion differs from the former; but is still supralapsarian. Itis, = 
«J, That God determined within himself, by an eternal immutable decree, to make, accord- 

ing to his good pleasure the smaller portion out of the general ciara tn Vana GE 

his grace and glory. But, according to his pleasure, he passed by the greater portion of men, 

and left thent m their own nature, which is incapable of any thing supernatural ; and did not 
communicate to them that saving and supernatural grace by which their nature, if it stil 
retained its integrity, might be strengthened ; or by which, if it were corrupted, it might be 
restored, for a demonstration of his own liberty: yet ‘after God had made these men sinners, 
and guilty of death, he punished them with death eternal, for a demonstration of his justice.”— 

« As far as we are capable of comprehending their scheme of reprobation, it consists of two 

acts, that of PRETERITION, and that of PREDAMNATION. PRETERITION is antecedent to all 

things, and to all causes which are either in the things themselves, or which arise out of them ; 
that is, it has no regard whatever to any sin, and only views man under an absolute and 
eral aspect. Two means are foreordained for the execution of the act of PRETERITION: 

Gereliction In @ state of nature which, by itself, is incapable of every thing supernatural; and 
the non-communication of supernatural grace, by which their nature, if in a state of integrity, 
might be strengthened, and if in a state of corruption, might be restored.” PREDAMNATION Is 
antecedent to all things; yet it does by no means exist without a foreknowledge of the cause 
of damnation. It views man as a sinner obnoxious to damnation in Adam, and as, on this 
account, perishing through the necessity of Divine justice.” j : 

This opinion differs from the first in this, that it does not lay down the creation or the fall 
as a mediate cause, foreordained of God for the execution of the decree of: reprobation ; yet this 
second kind of predestination places election, with regard to the end, before the fall, as also 
preterition, or passing by, which is the first part of reprobation. “But though the inventors 
of this scheme,” says Arminius, “have been desirous of using the greatest precaution, lest it 

icht be concluded from their doctrine, that God is the author of sin with as much show of 
probability as it is deducible from the first scheme ; yet we shall discover, that the fall of Adam 

‘cannot possibly, aécording to their views, be considered in any other manner than as a neces- 

sary means for the execution of the preceding decree of predestination. For, first, it states that 

God determined by the decree of reprobation to deny to man that graee which was necessary 

for the confirmation and strengthening of his nature, that it might not be corrupted by sin; 

which amounts to this, that God decreed not to bestow that grace which was necessary to 
avoid sin; and from this must necessarily follow the transgression of man, as proceeding from 

a law imposed upon him. The fall of man is, therefore, a means ordained for the exectition of 

the decree of reprobation.” ; : 3 
“9. It states the two parts of reprobation to be preterition and predamnation. Those two 

parts, (although the latter views man as a sinner, and obnoxious to justice,) are, according to 

that decree, connected together by @ necessary and mutual bond, and are equally extensive ; for . 

those whom God passed by in conferring grace, are likewise damned. Indeed, no others are 

damned except those who are the subjects: of this act of preterition. From this, therefore, it 
must be concluded, that sin necessarily follows from the decree of reprobation or preterition ; 
because, if it were otherwise, it-might possibly happen, that a person who had been passed by 
might not commit sin, and from that circumstance might not become lable todamnation. This 
second opinion on predestination, therefore, falls into the same Inconvenience as the first,— 

the making God the author of sin.” (6) 
The THIRD opinion is sublapsarian ; in which man, as the object of predestination, is con- 

sidered as fallen. (7) It is thus epitomised by Arminius: ae he 

“Because God willed within himself from all eternity to make a decree by which he might 
elect certain men and reprobate the rest, he viewed and considered the human race not onl 
as created, but likewise as fallen, or corrupt ; and, on that account, obnoxious to malediction. 
Out of this lapsed and accursed state God determined to liberate certain individuals, and freely 
to save them by his grace, for a declaration of his mercy; but he resolved, in his own just 


(6) Declaration. as : 

(7) The question as to the object of the decrees, has gone-out, as Goodwin says, among our Calvinistic brethren 
into “ endless digladiations and irreconcilable divisions:—some of them hold, that men simply and indefinitel 
considered, are the object of these decrees. Others contend, that men considered as yet to be created, are this 
object. A third sort stands.up against both the former with this notion, that men considered as already created 
and made, are this object. A fourth disparageth the conjectures of the thtee former with this conceit, that 
men considered as fallen, are this object. Another findeth a defect in the singleness or simplicity of all the 
former opinions, and compoundeth this in opposition to them, that men considered both as to be created, and as 
being created and as fallen, together, are the proper object of these troublesome decrees. A sixth sort formeth 
us yet another object, and this is, man considered as salvable, or capable of being saved. A seventh, not liking 
the faint complexion of any of the former opinions, delivereth this to us as strong and healthful, that men 
considered as damnable, are this object, Others yet again, superfancying all the former, conceit men, con- 
sidered as creable, or-possible to be created, to be the objectso highly contested about. A ninth party disciple 
the world with this doctrine, that men considered as ladiles, or capable of falling, are the object ; and whether 
all the scattered and conflicting opinions abont the objects of our brethren’s decrees of election-and reprobation 
are bound up in this bundle or not, we cannot say.”—Agreement of Brethren, &c. c 


in modern times these subtile distinctions have iather fallen into dsuetude among Calvinists, and are reduci-- 
ble to a much smaller number. . 


‘et 
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judgment, to leave the rest under malediction, for a declaration of his justice. In both these 
cases God acts without the least consideration of repentance and faith in those whom he elects, 
or of impenitence and unbelief in those whom he reprobates. This opinion places the fall of 
man, not as a means foreordained for the execution of the decree of predestination, as before 
explained ; but as something that might furnish a proeresis, or occasion for this decree of 


upon any part of the race to sin, and to be made miserable, whether from that which rendered 
the fall inevitable, that which rendered the fall the inevitable means of corrupting their 
nature, and producing entire moral peas Without. relief, the condition of the reprobate 


supported? It has two objects to avoid the imputation of making God the author of sin, 
and to repel the charge of his dealing with his creatures unjustly. We need only take the 
latter as necessary to the argument, and show how utterly they fail to turn aside this most 


the Sup apapean doctrine, that the whole race having fallen in Adam, and become justly liable 
to etern 


liable to eternal death. That very fact which is the foundation of the whole scheme, is easy 


to be refuted on the clearest authority of Scripture ; -while not a passage can be adduced, we 


no other light is it represented in cripture, when-eternal death is threatened as its penalty, 
than as the act of a rational being sinning against a law known or knowable; and as an act 


probation, for any ise that appears, they must have done, the human race would have 
perished with them, an i 
ers. But then this lays no foundation for. election and: reprobation ;—the whole race would 


decree takes effect immediately upon the fall, and determines the condition of every individual, 
in respect to his being elected from this common misery, or his being left in it; and it rests its 


which receives such wages be the transgression of a law by a voluntary agent, (and this is 
the rule as laid down by God himself,) then’on no Scriptural principle is the human race to be 
considered absolutely liable to personal and conscious eternal death for the sin of Adam ; and 
so the very ground assumed by the advocates of this theory is unfounded. 


But perhaps they will bring into consideration the foreknowledge of actual transgression ay” 


contemplated by the decree, though this notion is repudiated by Calvin, and the rigid divines 
of his school; but we reply to this, that either the sin of Adam was a sufficient reason for the 
actual infliction of a sentence of eternal death upon his descendants, or it was not. If not, 
then no man will be punished-with eternal death, as the consequence of Adam’s sin, and that 
sentence will rest upon actual-transgressions alone. If, then, this be allowed, there comes in 


(8) Ibid. 


death, God might, without any impeachment of his justice, ‘in the exercise of his. 
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an important inquiry: Are the actual transgressions of the non-elect evitable, or necessary ? 
If the former, then even the reprobate, without the grace of Christ, which they cannot have, 
because he died not for them, may avoid all sin, and consequently keep the whole law of God, 
and claim, though still reprobates, to be justified by their works. But if sin be unavoidable 
and necessary as to them, in consequence both of the corrupt nature’ they have derived from 
Adam, and the withholding of that sanctifying influence which can be imparted only to the 
elect, for whom alone Christ died, how are they to be proved justly liable, on that account, to 
eternal death? This is the penalty of sin, of sin as the transgression of the law; but then 
law is given only to creatures in a state of trial, either to those who, from their unimpaired 
powers, are able to keep it; or to those to whom is made the promise of gracious assistance, 
upon their asking it, in order that they may be enabled to obey thé will of God; and in no 
case are those to whom God issues his commands supposed in Scripture to be absolutely 
incapable of obedience, much less liable to be punished, without remedy, for not obeying, if so 
incapacitated. This would, indeed, make the Divine Being a hard master, ‘reaping where 
he has not sown ;” which is the language only of the “wicked servant ;” and therefore to be 
abhorred by'all good men. But if a point so obviously at variance with truth and equity be 
maintained, the doctrine comes to this, that men are considered, in the Divine decree, as justly 
liable to eternal death, (their actual sins being. foreseen, ) because they have been placed by some 
previous decree, or higher branch of the same decree, in circumstances which necessitate them 
to sin: a doctrine which raises sublapsarianism into supralapsarianism itself. This is not the 
view which God givesus of his own justice; and it is contradicted by every notion of justice 
which has ever obtained among men: hor is it at all relieved by the subtilty of Zanchius and 
others, who distinguish between’ being necessitated to sin, and being forced to sin; and argue, 
that because in sinning the reprobate follow the motions of their own will, they are justly 
punishable; though in this they full the predestination of Gop. The true question is, and 
it is not at all affected by such merely verbal distinctions, Can the reprobate do otherwise than 
sin, and could-they ever do otherwise? ‘They sin willingly, it is said. This is granted; but 
could they ever will otherwise? The will is but one of many diseased powers of the soul. Is 
there, as to them, any cure for this disease of the will? According to this scheme, there is 
not; and they will from necessity, as well as wet from necessity ; so that the difficulty, though 
thrown a step backward, remains in full force. ; 

In support.of their notion, that the penalty attached to original sin is eternal death, they 
allege, it is true, that the Apostle Paul represents all men under condemnation in consequence 
of their connection with the first Adam; and attributes the salvation of those who are rescuea 
from the ruin, only to the obedience of the second Adam. Thisis granted; but it will not 
avail to establish their position that, the human race being all under an absolute sentence of 
condemnation to eternal death, Almighty God, in the exercisé of his sovereign grace, elected a 
part of them to salvation, and left the remainder to the justice of their previous sentence. _ 

For, 1. Supposing that the whole human race were under condemnation in their sense, this 
will not account for the punishment of those who reject the Gospel. ‘Their rejecting the 
Gospel is represented in Seripture as the sole cause of their condemnation, and never merely 
as an aggravating cause, as though they were under an irreversible previous sentence of death, 
and that this refusal of the Gospel only heightened a previously certain and inevitable punish- 
ment. An ageravated'cause of condemnation it is; but for this reason, that it is the rejection 
of a remedy, and an abuse of mercy, neither of which could have any place in a previously 
fixed condition of reprobation. ‘If, therefore, it is true that “THs is the condemnation, that 
light is come into the world, and men love darkness rather than light,” we must conclude, 
that the previous state of condemnation was not irremediable and unalterable, or this circum- 
stance, the rejection “of the light,” or revelation of mercy in the Gospel, could not be their 
condemnation. 

|. Leaving the meaning of the-Apostle in Rom. v, out of our consideration for a moment, 
the Scriptures never place the final condemnation of men upon the ground of Adam’s offence, 
and their connection with him. Acrvat sin forms the ground of every reproving charge; of 
every commination ; and, beyond all doubt, of the condemnatory sentence at the day of judg- 
ment. ‘To what ought we to refer, as explaining the true cause of the eternal punishment of any 
portion of our race, but to the proceedings of that day, when that etérnal punishment is to be 
awarded? Of the reason of this proceeding, of the facts to be charged, and of the sins to be 


_ punished, we have very copious information in the Scriptures ; but these are evil works, and 


disbelief of the Gospel. . No where is it said, or even hinted in the most distant manner, that 
men will be sentenced to eternal death, at that day, either because of Adam’s sin, or because 
their connection with Adam made them inevitably corrupt in nature, and unholy in conduct ; 
from which effects they could-not escape, because God had from eternity resolved to deny 
them the grace necessary to this end. a 

3. The true view of the Apostle’s doctrine in Rom. v, is to be ascertained, not by making 
partial extracts from his discourse ; but by taking the argument entire, and in all its parts. 

The Calvinists assume, that the Apostle represents what the penal condition of the human 
race would have been had not Christ interposed as our Redeemer. Here is one of their great 
and leading mistakes; for St. Paul does not touch this point. The Calvinist assumes, that 
the whole race of men, but for the decree of election, would not only have come- into actual 


We 
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being, but have been actually and individually punished for ever; and, on this assumption, . 
endeavours to justify his doctrine of the arbitrary selection of a part of mankind te grace and 
salvation, the other being left in the state in which they were found. Even this is contrary 


to other parts of their own system; for the reprobate are placed in‘an infinitely worse condi- 


tion than had they been merely thus left without a share in Christ’s redemption; because, 
even according to Calvinistic interpreters their condemnation is fearfully aggravated ; and by 


that which they have no means of avoiding, by actual sin and unbelief. But the assumption — 


itself is wholly imaginary. For the Apostle speaks not of what the human race would have 
“been, that is, he affirms nothing as to their penal condition, ini case Christ had not undertaken 
the office of Redeemer; but he looks at their moral state and penal condition, as the case 
actually stands: in other words, he takes the state of man as it was actuall established after 
the fall, as recorded in the book of Genesis. No child of Adam was actually born into the 
world until the promisé of a Redeemer had been given, and the virtue 0 5 


of h 

redemption had begun to apply itself to the case of the fallen pair; consequenth ul mankind 
are born under a constitution of merey, which actually existed before their birth.. What the 
race would have been, had not the redeeming plan been brought in, the Scriptures no where 
tell us, except that a sentence of death to be executed “in the day” in which the first pair 
sinned, was the sanction of the law under which they were placed; and it is great presump- 
tion to assume. it ‘as a truth, that they would have multiplied thei species ‘only for eternal 
destruction. That the race would have been propagated under an absolute necessity of 
sinning, and of being made eternally miserable, we may boldiy affirm to be’ impossible ; 
beeause it supposes an administration contradicted by every attribute which the Scriptures 


ascribe toGop. What the actual state of the human race is, in consequence both of the fall ° 


of Adam and of the interposition of Christ; of the imputation of the effects of the offence of 
the one, and of the obedience of the other; is the only point to which our inquiries can go, 
and to which, indeed, the argument of the Apostle is confined. 

_ There is, it is true, an imputation of the consequences of Adam’s sin to his posterity, 
independent of their personal offences; but we can only ascertain what these consequences 
are by referring to the Apostle himself. One of these consequences is asserted explicitly, and 
others are necessarily implied in this chapter and in other parts of his writings. ‘That which 
is here explicitly asserted is, that pzaTH passed upon all men, though they have not sinned 
after the similitude of Adam’s transgression, that is, not personally ; and therefore this death 
is to be regarded as the result of Adam’s transgression alone, and of our having been so far 
“ constituted sinners” in him, as to be liable to it. But then the death of whiclhe here speaks, 
is the death of the body ; for his argument, that “death reigned from Adam to Moses,” obligeg 
us to understand him as speaking of the visible and known fact, that men in those ages died 
as to the body, since he could not intend to say that all the generations of men, from Adam 
to Moses, died eternally. ‘The death of the body, then, is the first effect of the imputation of 
Adams sin to his descendants, as stated in this chapter. A second is necessarily implied; a 
state of spiritual death,—the being born into the world with a corrupt nature, always tending 
to actual offence. ‘This is known to be the Apostle’s opinion, from other parts of his writings ; 
but that passage in this chapter in which it is necessarily implied, is verse 16: ‘The free gift 
is of many offences unto justification.” If men need justification of “many offences ;” if all 
men need this, and that under a dispensation of help and spiritual healing ;. then the nature 
which universally leads to offences so numerous must be inherently and universally corrupt. A 
third consequence is a conditional liability to eternal death; for that state which makes us liable 
to actual sin, makes us also liable to actual punishment. But this is conditional, not absolute ; 
for since the Apostle makes the obedience of Christ available to the forgiveness of the “many 
offences” we may commit in consequence of the corrupt nature we have derived from Adam, 
and extends this to all men, they can only perish by their own fault. Now beyond these three 
effects we do not find that the Apostle carries the consequence of Adam’s sin. Of unpardoned 
‘toffences” eternal death is the consequence; but these are personal. Of the sin of Adam, 
imputed, these are the consequences,—the death of the body,—and our introduction into the 
‘world with a nature tending to actual offences, and a conditional liability to punishment, But 
both are connected with a remedy as extensive as the disease. _ For the first, the resurrection 
from the dead; for the other, the healing of grace and the promise of pardon, and thus though 
“condemnation” has passed upon “all men,” yet the free gift unto justification of life passes 
upon “all. men” also,—the same general terms being used by the Apostle in each case. ‘The 
effects of “the free gift” are not immediate, the reign of death remains till the resurrection ; 
but “in Christ shall ail be made alive,” and it is every man’s own fault, not his fate, if his 
resurrection be not a happy one. The corrupt nature remains till the healing is applied by 
the Spirit of God; but it is provided, and is actually applied in the case of all those dying in 
infancy, as we have already showed; (9) while justification and regeneration are offered, 
through specified means and conditions, to all who are of the age of reason and choice, and 
thus the sentence of eternal death may be reversed. What then becomes of the premises in 
the sublapsarian theory which we have been examining, that in Adam all men are absolutely 
condemned to eternal death? Had Christ not. undertaken human redemption, we have no 


(3) See chap. 18, p. 323; 
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roof, no indication in Scripture, that:for Adam’s sin any but the actually guilty pair would 
po i onted to this bene Sasa and though now the race having become oc 
existent, is for this sin, and for the demonstration of God’s hatred of sin in general, involved, 

through a federal relation and by an imputation of Adam’s sin, in the effects mentioned ;- 

yet a universal eenieey is provided, iuWitoae : aye ty 7 

But we are not to be confined even to this view of the- grace of God, when -we speak ot 
‘actual offences. Here the case is.even strengthened. The redemption of-Christ extends not 
merely to the removal, of the evils laid upon us by the imputation of Adam’s transgressio 
but to those which are the effects of our own personal choice—to the forgiveness of “mi 

“offences,” upon our repentance and faith, however numerous and aggravated they,may be; 
to the bestowing of “cabundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness ;”—and not merely 
to the reversal of the sentence of death, but to our “reigning in life by Jesus Christ :” so that 
“where sin abounded, grace did much more abound; that as sin hath reigned unto death, even 
so might grace reign through righteousness, unto eternal life :”—which phrase, in the New 
Testament, does never mean less than the glorification of tp podies and souls of believers in 
the kingdom of God, and in the presence and enjoyment of the eternal glory of Christ. 

So utterly without foundation is the leading assumption in the sublapsarian’ scheme, that. 
the decree of election and reprobation finds the human-race ina state of common and absolute 
liability to personal eternal punishment; and that by making a sovereign selection of a p 
of mankind, God does no injustice to the rest by. passing them by.. The word of God asserts 
no such doctrine as the absolute condemnation of the race to eternal death, merely for Adam’s’ 
offence ; and if it did, the merciful result of the obedience of Christ is declared to be not only 
as extensive as the evil, in respect of the number of persons so involved; but in “grace” to 
be more abounding. Finally, this assumption falls short of the purpose for which it is made ; 
because the mere “passing by” of a part of the race, already, according to them, under eter~ 
‘nal condemnation, and which they contend inflicts no injustice upon them, does not account for 
their additional-and aggravated punishment for ding what they had never the natural or 
dispensed power of avoiding,—breaking God’s holy laws, and rejecting his Gospel. “Upon a 
close examination of the sublapsarian scheme, it will be found, therefore, to involve all the 
leading difficulties of the Calvinistie theory as it is broadly exhibited by Calvin himself. In 
both cases reprobation is grounded on an act of mere will, resting on no reason: it respects 
not in either, as its primary eause, the demerit of the ereature; and it punishes eternall 
without personal guilt, arising either from actual sin, or from the rejection of the Gospel 
Both unite in making sin a-necessary result.of the circumstances in which God has placed a 
great part of mankind, which, by no effort of theirs,.can be avoided; -or, what is the same 
thing, which they shall never be disposed to avoid ; and how either of these schemes, in strict 
consequence, can escape the charge of making God the author of sin, which the Synod of Dort 
acknowledges to. be “blasphemy,” is inconceivable. For how does it alter the case of the 
reprobate, whether the fall of Adam himself was necessitated, or whether he acted freely ? 
They, at i ae necessitated to sin; they come into the world under a necessitating consti- 
tution, which is the result of an act to which they gaye no consent; and their-case differs 
nothing, except in cireurastances which do not alter its essential character, from that of beings" 
immediately created by God with a nature necessarily producing sinful acts, and to counteract 
which there is no remedy :—a case which few have been bold enough to suppose, 

The different views of the doctrine of predestination, as stated above greatly agitated the 
Protestant world, from the time of Calvin to the sitting of the celebrated Synod of Dort, whose 
decisions on this point, having been received as a standard by several churches and by man 
theologians, may next be properly introduced ; although, after what has been said, they-calte 3 
only for brief remark. +39 ve 

“The Judgment of the Synod of the Reformed Belgic Churches,” to which many divines of 
note of other Reformed Churches were admitted, “on the articles controverted in the Belgic 
Churches,” was drawn up in Latin, and read in the great church at Dort, in the year 1619 » 
and a translation into English of this “ Judgment,” with the Synod’s “ Rejection’ of Errors,” 
was published in the same en (1) This translation having become scarce, or not being 
snown to Mr. Scott, he published a new translation in 1818, from which, as being in more , 
modern English, and, as far as I have compared it, unexceptionably faithful, I shall take the 
extracts necessary to exhibit the Synod’s decision.on the point before us. 

Art. 1. “ As all men have sinned in Adam, and have become exposed tothe curse and etex- 
nal death, God would have done no injustice to any one, if he had determined to leave the 
whole human race under sin and the curse, and to condemn them on account of sin; accord- 
Ry the vo of sie awe, = bes world is become guilty before God,’ Rom. iii, 19, 

ave sinned, and come short of the glory of God? 23: ‘ a ’ 
Rom. vi, 23,” me me glory y 23; and ‘the wages ofsinis death, 

The Synod here assumes that all men, in'consequence of Adam's sin, have become expos 
to the curse of “ eternal death ;” and they quote pase to prove it, which mBinifestly. sci 
nothing to the point. The two first speak of actual si; the third, of the wages, or penalty. 
of actual-sin, as the context of eacli will show. The very texts adduced, show how alia mS 


(1) London, printed by John Bill. x 
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4 loss the Synod was for any thing like: Spiptural eriippse of this strange doctrine; which 
however, as we have seen, would not, if true, help them through their diieyltion, sore 


leaves the punishment of the reprobate for actual sin and for disbelief of the Gospel, still unac- 


»counted for on every principle of justice. 5 a an 
_ Art. 4. “They who believe not the Gosh), on them the wrath of God remaineth; but those 
who receive it, and embrace the Saviour Jesus with a true and living faith; are, through him, 

delivered from the wrath of God,-and receive the gift of everlasting life.” : 
‘To this there is nothing to object; only it is to be observed, that those who are not elected. . 
.o eternal life out of the common mass, are not, according to this article, merely left and passed . 

~ by; but are brought under an obligation of believing the Gospel, which, nevertheless, is no. 
“good news” to them, and in which they have no interest at all; and yet, in default of 
believing, “the wrath of God abideth upon them.” Thus there is, in fact, no alternative for 
them. They cannot believe, or else it would follow that those reprobated might be saved ; 
and, therefore, the wrath of God “ abideth upon them,” for no faut of their own. This, how- 
ever, the next. article denies. Me: ee ; “ars 

Art. 5. “The cause or fault of this unbelief, as also of all other sins, is by no means in God; _ 
but.in man.. But faith in Jesus Christ, and salvation. by him, is the free gift of Gop. ‘By 
grace are ye.saved through faith, and that not of yourselves, it is the gift of'God,’ Eph. ii, 8. 

alike manner, ‘it is given to you to believe in Christ,’ Phil. i, 29.” , nome 

_ These passages would be singular. proofs that the fault of unbelief is in men themselves, did 
not the next seals explain the connection between them and the premises in the minds of the 

Synodists. A much more appropriate text, but a rather difficult one on their theory, would. 

have been, “ye have not, because ye ask not.” Se a Laine Sms 

Art. 6. “That some, in time, have faith given them by God, and others have it not given, 
proceeds from his eternal decree; for ‘known unto God are all his works from the beginning of 
the world, Acts xv, 18, According to which decree, he gradually softens the hearts of the elect, 
however hard, and he bends them to believe; but the non-elect he leaves, in just judgment, to 
their own perversity and hardness. And here, especially, a deep discrimination, at the same 
time both merciful and just, a discrimination of men equally lost, opens itself to us; or that 
decree of election and reprobation which is revealed in the word of God ; -which as erverse, 
impure, and unstable persons do wrest to their own destruction, so it affords ineffable conso- 
lation to holy and pious souls.” es ; Pama 

‘To this article the Synod appends no Scripture proofs; which if the doctrines it contains. 


were, as the Synodists say, “revealed in the word of God,” would not have been wanting. 
The passage which stands in the middle of the article could scarcely be intended as a proof, 
since it wetlld equally apply to any other doctrine which does not shut out the prescience of . 
God. The doctrine of the two articles just quoted, will be seen by taking them together. 
The position laid down is, thats“the fault” of not believing the Gospel is “in man.” The 
alleged proof of this is, that faith is the gift of God. But this only proves that the fault of not 
believing is in man, just as it allows that God, the giver of faith, is willing to give faith to 
those who have it not, and that they will not receive it. In no other way can it prove the 
faultiness of man ; for to what end are we taught that faith is the gift of God in order to prove 
the fault of not believing to be.in man, if God will not bestow the gift, and if man cannot 
believe without such bestowment? This, however, is precisely what the Synod teaches. It 
argues, that faith is the gift of God; that it is only given to “some ;” and that this proceeds 
from God’s “eternal decree.” So that, by virtue of this decree, he gives faith to some, and 
withholds it from others, who are, thereupon, left without the power of believing ; and for this 
act of God, therefore, and not for a fault of their own, they are punished eternally, And yet 

e Synod calls this a “just judgment; affording ineffable consolation to holy souls,” and a 
“doctrine only rejected by the perverse and impure?” ; i, 

_ As we have already quoted and commented on the 7th and 8th articles.on election, we 
proceed to_ , 

Art. 10. “Now the cause of this gratuitous election is the sole good pleasure of God ; not 
consisting in this, that he elected into the condition of salvation certain qualities or human 
aetions, from all that were possible; but in that, out of the common multitude of sinners, he 
took to himself certain persons as his peculiar property, according to the Scripture, ‘for the 
children being not born, neither having done any good or evil, &c, it is said (that is to Rebecca) 
the elder shall serve the younger ; even as it is written, Jacob have I loved; but Esau have I 
nated,’ Rom. ix, 11-13. “And as many, as were ordained to eternal life believed,’ Acts xiii, 48.” 

‘Thus the ground of this election is resolved wholly into the “good pleasure of God,” (est 
solum Dei beneplacitum,) “ having no respect, as to its REASON, Or CoNnDITION, though it may 
nave as to its BND, to any foreseen faith, obedience of faith, or any other good quality and 
disposition,” ag it is expressed in the preceding article. Let us, then, see how .the case stands’ 
with the reprobate, : 

Art. 15. “ Moreover, Holy Scripture doth illustrate and commend to us this eternal and 
free grace of our election, inthis more especially, that it doth also testify all men not to be 
elected ; but that some are non-elect, or passed by in the eternal election of God: whom, truly, 


~ God, from most free, just, irreprehensible, and immutable good pleasure, decreed to leave in. 


the common misery into which they had, by their own fault, cast themselves, and not to bestow 
‘ 66 5 
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on them living faith, and the grace of conversion; but having left them in their own ways, and 
under just judgment, at length, not only on account of their unbelief, but also of all their other 
sins, to condemn, and eternally punish them for the manifestation of his own justice. And 
this is the decree of reprobation which determines that God is in no wise the author of sin ; 
(which, to be thought of, is blasphemy ;) but a tremendous, irreprehensible, just judge and 
avenger.” ~ : . ‘ 

Thus we hear the Synodists confessing, in the same breath in which they plausibly _ 
represent reprobation as a mere passing by and leaving men “in the common misery,” that the _ 
reprobate are punishable for their “unbelief and other sins,” and so this decree imports, there-" 
fore, much more than leaving men in the “common misery.” For this “ common misery” can 
mean no more than the misery common to all mankind by the sin of Adam, into which his 
fall plunged the elect, as well as the reprobate ; and to be “Jeft” in it, must be understood of 
being left to the sole consequences of that offence. Now, were it even to be conceded that 
these’ consequences extend to personal and conscious eternal punishment, which has been 
disproved; yet, even then, their decree has a much more formidable aspect, terrible and 
repulsive as this alone would be. For we are expressly told, that God not only “ decreed to 
leave them in this misery,” but “not to bestow on them living faith, and the grace of conver- 
sion ;” and then to condemn, and eternally punish them, “ on account of their unbelief,” which 
by their own showing, these reprobates could not avoid; and for “all their other sins,” which 
they. could not but commit, since it was “ decreed” todeny to them “the grace of conversion.” 
Thus the case of the reprobate is deeply aggravated, beyond what it could have been if they had 
been merely “left in the common miséry ;” and the Synod and its followers have, therefore, 
the task of showing, how the punishing of men for what they never could avoid, and which, 
it was expressly decreed they never should avoid, “is a manifestation of the justice,” of 
Almighty Gop. ve 

From the above extracts it will be seen how little reason Mr. Scott had to reprove Dr. 
Heylin with “bearing false witness against his neighbour,” (2) on account of having given a 
puoi of the eighteen articles of the Synod, on predestination, in the following words :— 
“That God, by an absolute decree, hath elected to salvation, a very small number of men, 
without any regard to their faith and obedience whatsoever ; and secluded from saving grace, 
all the rest of mankind, and appointed them by the same decree to eternal damnation, without 
any regard to their infidelity and impenitency.” Whether Mr. Scott understood this contro- 
versy or not, Dr. Heylin shows, by this summary, that he neither misapprehended it, nor 
bore “ false witness against his neighbour,” in so stating it; for as to the stir made about 
his rendering “mudltitudo” a very small number, this verbal inaccuracy affects not the 
merits of the doctrine; and neither the Synodists, nor any of their followers, ever allowed the 
elect to be a very great number. The number, less or more, alters not the doctrine. With 
respect to the elect, the Synod confesses, that the decree of election has no regard, as a cause, 
to faith and obedience foréseen in the persons so elected; and with respect to the reprobate, 
although it is not so explicit in asserting that the decree of reprobation has no regard to their 
infidelity and impenitency, the foregoing extracts cannot possibly be interpreted into an 
other meaning. For it is manifestly in vain for the Synodists to attempt, in the 15th article, 
to gloss over the doctrine, by saying that men “cast themselves into the common misery by 
their own fault," when they only mean, that they were cast into it by Adam and by his fault. 
If they intended to ground their decree of reprobation on foresight of the personal offences of 
the reprobate, they would have said this in so many words ; but the materials of which the 
Synod was composed forbade such a declaration ; and they themselves, in the “Rejection of 
Errors,” appended to their chapter “ De divina Pradestinatione,” place in this list “ the errors 
of those who teach that God has not decreed, from his own mere just will, to leave any in the 
fall of Adam, and in the common state of sin and damnation, or to pass them by in the com- 
munication of grace necessary to faith and conversion ;” quoting, asa proof ofthis dogma, “He 
hath mercy on whom he will have merey, and whom he will he hardeneth,” and giving no 
intimation that they understand this passage in any other sense than Calvin and his imme- 
diate followers have uniformly affixed to it. What Dr. Heylin has said is here, then, abundantly 
established ; for if the decree of reprobation is to be referred to God’s “mere will,” and if its’ 
operation is to leave the reprobate “in the fall of Adam,” and “to pass them by in that 
communication of grace which is necessary to faith and conversion,” the decree itself is that 
which prevents both penitence and faith, and stands upon some other ground than the 
personal infidelity and impenitency of the reprobate, and cannot have “any regard” to either, 
except as a part of its own dread consequences: a view of the matter which the supralapsa- 
rians would readily admit. How their doctrine, so stated by themselves, could give the Synod 
any reason to complain, as they do in their conclusion, that they were slandered by their 
enemies when they were charged with teaching, “that God, by the bare and mere determi- 
nation of his will, without any respect of the sm of any man, predestinated and created the 
greatest part of the world to eternal damnation,” will not be very obvious; or why they 

should startle at the same doctrine in one dress which they themselves have but clothed in © 
another. The fact is. that the divisions in the Synod obliged the leading membets, who were 


(2) Scott’s Translation of the Articles of the Synod of Dort, p. 120. 
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chiefly stout supralapsarians, to ualify-their doctrine somewhat in words, while substantially 
it remained the same; but what they lost by giving upa few words in one place, they secured 
by retaining them in another, or by resorting to subtilties not obvious to the commonalty. 
Of this subtilty, the apparent disclaimer just quoted is in proof. When they seem to deny 
that God reprobates: without any respect to the sin of any man, they may mean that he had ~ 
respect to the sin of Adam, or to sin in Adam > for they do not deny that 7 reject personal 

Smas a ground of reprobation. Even when they appear to allow that God ad, in. reproba- 
on, respect to the corruption of human nature, or even to personal transgression, they never 
confess that God had respect to sin, in either sense, as the impulsive or meritorious cause of 
reprobation. But the greatest subtilty remains behind ; for the Synod says nothing, in this 
complaint and apparent rejection of the doctrine charged upon them by their adversaries, but 
what all the supralapsarian divines would say. These, as we have seen, make a distinction 
between the two parts of the decree of reprobation,—PRETERITION and PREDAMNATION, the 
latter of which, must always have respect to actual sin; and hence arises their distinction 


between “destruction” and“ damnation.” For they say, it is one thing to predestinate and 


create to damnation, and another to predestinate and create to destruction, Damnation, being 
the sentence of a judge, must be passed in consideration of sin; but destruction may be the 
act of a sovereign, and so inflicted by right of dominion.(3) The Synod would have disallowed 
something substantial, had they denied that God created any man to destruction, without 
respect to sin, and were safe enough in allowing that he has created none, without respect to 
sin, unto damnation. But among the errors on predestination, which they formally “ reject,” 
and which they place under nine distinct heads, thus attempting to guard the pure and 
orthodox doctrine as to this point on the right hand and-on the left, they are eareful not to 
condemn the supralapsarian doctrine, or to place even its highest branches. among the 
doctrines disavowed. : , 

The doctrine of the Church of Scotland, on these topics, is expressed in the answers to the 
12th and 13th questions of its large catechism: “ God’s decrees are the wise, free, and holy 
acts of the counsel of his will; whereby, from all eternity, he hath, for his own glory, unchange- 
ably foreordained whatsoever comes to pass in time, especially concerning angels and men”— 
“* God, by an eternal and immutable decree, out of his mere love, for the praise of Lis glorious 
grace to be manifested in due time, hath elected some angels to. glory ; and, in Christ, hath 
chosen some men to eternal life and the means thereof; and also, according to his sovereign 
power and the unsearchable counsel of his own will, (whereby he extendeth or withholdeth 
favour as he pleaseth,) hath passed by and foreordained the rest to dishonour and wrath, to be 
for their sin inflicted, to the praise of the glory of his justice.” 

In this general view there appears a strict conformity to the opinions of Calvin, as before 


given, Ali things are the subjects of decree and predrdination ; election and reprobation are 


‘grounded upon the mere will of God; election is the choosing men, not only to salvation, but 


to the means of salvation ; from which the reprobates are therefore excluded, as passed by, and 
foreordained to wrath; and yet though the “means of salvation” are never put within their 
reach, this wrath is inflicted upon them “for their sin;” and to the praise of God’s justice! 
The Church of Scotland adopts, also, the notion that decrees of election and reprobation extend 
to angels as well as men; a pretty certain proof that the framers of this catechism were not 
sublapsavians, for as to angels, there could be no election out of a “common misery ;” and 
with Calvin, therefore, they choose to refer the whole to the arbitrary pleasure and will of 
Gop.--“The angels who stood in their integrity, Paul calls elect; if their constancy rested 
on the Divine pleasure, the defection of others argues their having been forsaken : (direlectos) 
a faet, for which no.other cause can be assigned, than the reprobation hidden in the secret 
counsel of Gop,” 

The ancient church of the Vaudois, in the-valleys of Piedmont, have a confession of faith, 
bearing date A.D, 1120; and which, probably, transmits the opinions of much more ancient 
times. The only article which bears upon the extent of the death of Christ is drawn up, as 
might be expeeted in an age of the church when it was received, as a matter almost entirely 
undisputed, that Christ died for the salvation of the whole world. Art. 8. “Christ is our life, 
truth, peace, and righteousness; also our pastor, advocate, sacrifice, and priest, who died for 
the salvation of all those that believe, and is risen again for our justification.” 

The Confession of Faith, published by the churches of Piedmont in 1655, bears a different 
character, In the year 1630, a plague which was introduced from France into these valleys, 
swept off all the ministers but two, and with them ended the race of their ancient barbes, ar 
pastors. (4) The Vaudois were then under the necessity of applying to the Reformed Churches 
of France and Geneva for a supply of ministers; and with them came in the doctrine of Calvin 
m an authorized form. It was thus embodied in the Confession of 1655. Art. 11. “God saves 
from corruption and condemnation those whom he has chosen from the foundation of the world, 


(3) “Non solent enim supralapsarii dicere Deum quosdam ad «ternam damnationem creasse et predes 
tinasse ; eo quod damnatio actum judicialem designet, ac proinde peccati meritum presupponat ; sed malunt 
uti voce exitiz, ad quod Deus, tanquam absolutus Dominus, jus habeat creandi et destinandi quoscunque 
voluerit.”—Curcelleus De Jure Dei, &c, cap. x. See also Bishop Womack’s Calviniatic Cabinet, &c, p. 394 

(4) See “ Historical Defence, &c, of the aldenses,” by Sims. 
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not for any disposition, faith, or holiness, that he foresaw in them, but of his mere mercy in 
Jesus Christ his Son: pgssing by all the rest, according to the irreprehensible reason of his free 
will and justice.” The last clause is expressed in the very words of Calvin, . _ ; 
The 12th Article in the Confession of the French churches, 1558} is,-1n substance, Calvin~ 
istic, though brief aul arded in expression. “We believe, that out of this general corruption 
condemnation in which all men are plunged; God doth deliver them whom he hath, in his 
eternal and unchangeable counsel, chosen-of his mere goodness and mercy, through our Lord 
Jesus Christ, without any consideration of their works, leaving the rest in their sins and 
damnable estate, that he may show forth in them his justice, as, in the elect, he-doth most 
illustriously declare the riches of his mercy. «For one is not better than another, until such 
time as God doth make the difference, according. tg his unchangeable purpose which he 
hath determined in Jesus Christ before the creation of the world.” (5) ‘This confession was 
drawn up by Calvin himself, though not in language so strong as-he usually employs ;, which, 
perhaps, indicates that the majority of the French pastors were inclined to the sublap 
theory, and did not, in every point, ‘coincide with their great master. ‘ 
The Westminster Confession gives the sentiments both of the English Presbyterian Churches, 
and the Church of Scotland. (6) Chapter iii treats-of the predestination. : 
“By the decree of God, for the manifestation of his glory, some men and angels are predes- 
tinated unto everlasting life, and others foreordained to everlasting death. These angels and 
men thus predestinated and foreordained, are particularly and unchangeably designed ; and 
their number is so certain and definite, that it cannot either be increased or diminished. ‘Those 
of mankind that are predestinated unto life, God, before the foundation of the world was laid, 
according to his’eternal and immutable purpose, and the secret counsel and good pleasure of his 
will, hath chosen in Christ unto everlasting glory, out of his mere free grace and love, without 
any foresight of faith and good works, or perseverance in either of them, or any other thing in the 
creature as conditions or causes moving him thereunto; and all to the praise of his glorious 
grace. As God hath appointed the elect unto glory, so hath he, by the eternal and most free 
papa of his will, foreordained all the means thereunto. Wherefore, they who are elected; 
ing fallen in Adam, are redeemed by Christ; are effectually called unto faith in Christ, by 
his Spirit working in due season; are justified, adopted, sanctified, and kept by his power 
through faith unto salvation; neither are any other redeemed by Christ, effectually called, justified, 
adopted, sanctified, and saved, but the elect only.. The rest:of mankind God was pleased, 
according to the unsearchable counsel of his own will, whereby he extendeth or withholdeth mercy 
as he pleaseth, for the glory of his sovereign power over his creatures, to pass by, and to ordain 
them to dishonour and wrath for their sin, to the praise of his glorious justice.” : 
Here we have no attempts at qualification after the example of the Synod of Dort ; but the 
whole is conformed to the higher and most unmitigated parts of the Institutes of Calvin. By 
the side of the Presbyterian Confession, the seventeenth article of the Church of England must 


_ appear exceedingly moderate ; and, as to Calvinistic predestination, to say the least, equivocal. 


‘It never gave satisfaction to the followers of Calvin, who had put his stronger impress upon 
the Augustinism which floated in the minds of many of the divines of the Reformation, who 
generally, as appears from the earliest Protestant confessions and ‘catechisms,.(7) thougbé fit 
to recommend that either these points should not be touched at all, or so speak of them as to 
admit great latitude of interpretation, and that, probably, in charitable respect to the varying 
opinions of the theologians and churches of the day. It is of the perfected form of Calvinism 
that Arminius speaks, when he says, “It neither agrees nor corresponds with the harmony ot 
those confessions which were published together in orfé volume-at Geneva, in the name of the 
‘Reformed and Protestant Churches. If that harmony of confessions be faithfully consulted, it 
will appear, that many of them do not speak in the same manner concerning. predestination ; 
that some of them only incidentally mention it, and that they.evidently never once touch upon 
those heads of the doctrine which are now in great repute, and particularly urged in the pre- 
ceding scheme of predestination. - ‘The confessions of Bohemia, England, and Wirtemburg, and 
the first Helvetian Confession, and that of the four cities of Strasburgh, Constance, Memmin- 
gen, and Lindau, make no mention of this predestination: those of Basle and Saxony only take 
a very cursory notice of it in three words. The Augustan Confession speaks of it in such a ° 
manner as to induce the Genevan editors to think that some annotation was necessary on their 
part to give us @ previous warning. The last of the Helvetian Confessions, to which a great 
portion of the Reformed Churches have expressed their assent, likewise speaks of it in such a 
strain as makes me very desirous to see what method can possibly’ be adopted to give it any 


r @ Quick’s “ Synodicon in Gallia Reformata.” j 

(6) The title of it is, “The Confession of Faith agreed upon by the Assembly of Divines at Westminster, 
with the assistance of Commissioners from the Church of Scotland.” The date of the ordinance for convening 
this assembly is 1643. The Confession was approved by the General Assembly of the Church of Scotlan 
in 1647. 

(7) The Augsburg Confession says, “Non est hic opus disputationibus de predestinatione et similibus. 
Nam promissio est universalis et nihil detrahit operibus, sed exsuscitat ad fidem et vere bona opera.””—Act 20, 
And the Saxon Confession is equally indifferent to the subject. ‘Non addimus hic quiestiones de preedesti 
natione seu de electione ; sed deducimus omnes lectores ad verbum Dei, et jubemus ut voluntatem Dei verbs 
ipsius discant sicut Aternus Pater expressa voce precipit, hune audite.’—Art. de Remiss, Pecc. 
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accordance with that doctrine of the predestination which I have stated. Without the least 
contention or cavilling, it may be very properly made a subject of doubt, whetlier this doctrine 
agrees with the Belgic Confession and the Heidelberg Catechism.” (8) Sind Na 
“Ihave given these extracts to show that nothing in the preceding discussion has been 
assumed as Calvinism, but what is to be found in the writings of the’ founder of the system, 
and in the confessions and creeds of churches which professedly admitted his doctrine. ? 

With respect to modifications of this system, the sublapsarian theory has been already 
considered and shown to be substantially the same as the system which it professes to mitix . * 
gate and improve. We may now@dduce another modified theory; but shall, upon examination, 
find it but little, if at all, removed out of the reach of those objections which have been stated 
to the various shades of the predestinating scheme already noticed. . i 

That scheme is in England usually called Baxterianism, from the celebrated Baxrer, wha 

yocated it in his Treatise of Universal Redemption, and in his Methodus Theologie. He was, 
however, in this theory but the disciple of certain divines of the French Protestant Church, 
whose opinions created many dissensions abroad, and-produced so much warmth of opposition 
from the Calvinistic party, that they were obliged first'‘to engage in the hopeless attempt of 
softening down the harsher aspects of the doctrine of Calvin and the Synod of Dort, in order 
to keep themselves in countenance; then to attack the Arminians with asperity, in order to 
purge themselves of the suspicion of entire heterodoxy in a Calvinistic church; and, finally, to 

withdraw from the contest. The Calvinism of the Church of France was; however, much 
mitigated in subsequent times by the influence of the writings of these theologians; a result 
which also has followed in England from the labours of Baxter, who, though he formed no sepa- 
rate school, has had numerous followers in the Calvinistie churches of this country. -' The real 
author of the scheme, at least in a systematized form, was Camero, who taught divinity at 
Saumur, and it was unfolded and defended by his disciple Amyraldus, to:whom Curcellzus 
replied in the work from which I have above made some quotations. Baxter says, in his preface to 
his Saint’s Rest, “The middle way which Camero, Crocius, Martinius, Amyraldus, Davenant, | 
with all the divines of Britain and Bremen, in the Synod of Dort go, I think is nearest the truth 
of any that I know who have written on these points.” (9) This system he laboured power- 
fully to defend, and his works on this subject, although his system is often spoken of, being 
but little known to the general reader, the following exhibition of this scheme, from his work 
entitled “Universal Redemption,” may be acceptable. It makes great concessions to’that | 
view of the Scriptural doctrine which we have attempted to establish ; -but, for want of going 
another step, it is, perhaps, the most inconsistent theory to which the varied attempts ; 
modify Calvinism have given rise. Baxter first. differs from the majority of Calvinists, though 
not from all, in his statement of the doctrine of satisfaction. er! EB ty. 3h 

“Christ’s sufferings were not a fulfilling of the law’s threatening (though he bore its curse | 
materially ;) buta satisfaction for our not fulfilling the precept, and to prevent God’s fulfilling the 
threatening on us.” : 

“Christ paid not, therefore, the idem, but the tantundem, or equtvalens ; not the very debt 
which we owed and the law required, but the value; (else it were not strictly satisfaction, 
which is redditio equivalentis :) And (it being improperly called the paying of a debt, but’ 
properly a suffering for the guilty) the idem is nothing but supplicium delinquentis. In criminals, 
dum alius solvet simul aliud solvitur. The law knoweth no vicarius pene; though the law 
maker may admit it, as he is above law ; else there were no place for pardon, if the proper debt 

be paid and the law not relaxed, but fulfilled.” ; 
“ Christ did neither obey nor suffer in any man’s stead, by a-strict, proper representation of his 

person in point of law ; so as that the law should take it, as done or suffered by the party. 
| himself. But only as a third person, as a mediator, he voluntarily hore what else the sinner 
| should have borne.” ‘ Rae aes 

“To assert the contrary (especially as to particular persons considered in actu: } 
overthrow all Scripture theology, and to introduce all Antinomianism; to ove 
possibility of pardon, and assert justification before we sinned or were born, and 
ourselves to have satisfied God. war 

“ Therefore we must not say that Christ died nostro loco, so as to personate us, or represent _ 
our persons in law sense ; but only to bear what else we must have borne.” (1) — 

_ This system explicitly asserts, that Christ made a satisfaction by his death equally for the 
Sins of every man; and thus Baxter essentially differs both from the rigid Calvinists, and also, 
from the sublapsarians, who, though they may allow that the reprobate derive some benefits 
from Christ’s death, so that there is a vague sense in which he may be said to have died for all 
men, yet they, of course, deny to such the benefit of Christ’s satisfaction or atonement which 
Baxter contends for. ~~ i ; 

“Neither the law, whose curse Christ bore, nor God, as the legislator to be satisfied, did 
distinguish between men as elect and reprobate, or as believers and unbelievers, de presenti vel 


(8) Nichol’s Works of Arminius, vol. i, p. 557. 

(9) Of Camero, or Cameron, Amyraldus, Curcellzus, and the controversy in which they were engaged, see 

an interesting account in Nichol’s Arminianism and Calvinism Compared, vol. i, appendix c, a work of elabo- 

rate research, and abounding with the most curious information as to the opinions and history of those times. 
(1) Universal Redemption, p, 48-51, 
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de futwro; and to impose upon Christ, or require from him satisfaction for the sins of one sort 
more than of another, but for mankind in general. : ee 

“God the Father, and Christ. the Mediator, now dealeth with no man upon the mere 
rigorous terms of the first law; (obey perfectly and live, else thou shalt die ;) but giveth to all 
much merey, which, according to the tenor of that violated law, they could not receive, and 
calleth them to repentance, in order to their receiving farther mercy offered them. And accord- 
ingly he will not judge any at last according to the mere law of works, but as they have 
obeyed or not obeyed his conditions or terms of grace. ‘ Perot ve 

“Tt was not the sins of the elect only, but of all mankingl fallen, which lay upon Christ 
satisfying. And toassert the contrary, injuriously diminisheth the honour of his sufferings ; 
and hath other desperate ill consequences.” (2) : ; yr 

_The benefits derived to all men equally, from the satisfaction of Christ, he thus states, 

“ All mankind immediately upon Christ’s satisfaction, are redeemed and delivered from that 
legal necessity of perishing which they were under, (not by remitting sin or punishment 
directly to them, but by giving up God’s jus puniendi into the hands of the Redeemer ; nor by 
giving any right directly to them, but per meram resultantiam this happy change is made for 
them in their relation, upon the said remitting of God’s right and advantage of justice against 
them,) and they are given up to the Redeemer as their owner and ruler, to be dealt with upon 
terms: of mercy which have a tendency to their recovery. 

“God the Father and Christ the Mediator hath freely, without any prerequisite condition 
on man’s part, enacted a law of grace of universal extent, in regard of its tenor, by which he 
giveth, as a deed of gift, Christ himself, with all his following benefits which he bestoweth ; 
(as benefactor and legislator ;) and this to all alike, without excluding any ; upon condition 
they believe, and accept the offer. cme 
_ “By this law, testament, or covenant, all men. are conditionally pardoned, justified, and 
reconciled to God already, and no man absolutely; nor doth it make a difference, nor take 
notice of any till men’s performance or non-performance of the condition makes a difference. 

“Tn the new law Christ hath truly given himself with a conditional pardon, justification, and 
conditional right to salvation, to all men in the world, without exception.” (3) : 

On the case of the Heathen : ; : i ; ‘ Fe, 

“Though God hath been pleased less clearly to acquaint us on what terms he dealeth with 
those that hear not of Christ, yet it being most clear and certain, that he dealeth with them on 
terms of grace, and not on the terms of the rigorous law of works, this general may evince 
them to be the Mediator’s.subjects, and redeemed. 

“Though it be very difficult, and not very necessary, to know what is the condition prescribed 
to them that hear not of Christ, or on what terms Christ will judge them ; yet, to me it seems 
to be the covenant made with Adam, Gen. ili, 15, which they are under, requiring their taking 
Ged to be their only God and Redeemer, and to expecting merey from him and loving him 
above all, as their end and chief good; and repenting of sin, and sincere obedience, according 
to the laws promulgated to them, to lead them farther. ‘ ; 

“ Ail those that _have not heard of Christ, have yet much mercy which they receive from 
him, and is the fruit of his death: aecording to the well or ill using whereof it seems possible 
that God will judge them. : 5 

“Tt is a course to blind, and not to inform men, to lay the main stress in the doctrine of 
vedemption upon our uncertain conclusions of God’s dealing with such as never heard of 
Christ, seeing all proof is per notiora ; and we must reduce points uncertain to the certain, and 
aot the certain to uncertain, in our trial.” (4) « 

In arguments drawn from the consequences which follow the denial of “universal satisfac- 
sion,” Baxter is particularly terse and conclusive. = 

“The doctrine which denieth universal satisfaction hath all these inconveniences and absurd 
tonsequents following:. therefore it is not of God, nor true. 

“Tt either denieth the universal promise or conditional gift of pardon and life to all men if 
they will believe, and then it overturneth the substance of Christ’s law and Gospel promise ; 
or else it maketh God to give conditionally to all men a pardon and savaltion which Chiist 
never purchased, and without his dying for men. ‘ 

“Tt maketh God either not to offer the effects of Christ’s satisfaction (pardon and life) to 
all, but only to the elect; or else to offer that which is not, and which he cannot give. 

“Tt denieth the direct object of faith, and of God’s offer, that is Christum qui saiisfecti, (a 
Christ that hath satisfied.) : : : 

_ “It either denieth the non-elect’s deliverance from that flat necessity of perishing, which 
tame on man for sinning against the first law, by its remediless, unsuspended obligation ; 
{and so neither Christ, Gospel, or mercy, had ever any nature of a remedy to them, nor an 
more done toward their deliverance than toward the deliverance of the devils ;) or else if 
maketh this deliverance and remedy to be without satisfaction by Christ for them. 

“Tt either denieth that God commandeth all to believe, (but only the elect ;) or else maketh 
God to assign them a deceiving object for their faith, commanding them to believe in that 
which never was, anc to trust in that which would deceive them if they did ‘trust it. 


2) Universal Redemption, p. 36, 37, and 50. {8) Ibid. p. 36, &c. (4) thid. p. 37, 38, and 54. 
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. “It maketh God either to have appointed and commanded the non-elect to use no means 
at all for their recovery and salvation, or else to have appointed them means which are all 
utterly useless and insufficient, for want of a prerequisite cause without them; yea, which 
imply a contradiction. ? ; Pd sh - 

“It maketh the true and righteous God to.make promises of pardon and salvation to all 
men on condition of believing, which he neither would nor could perform, (for want of such 
satisfaction to his justice,) if they did believe. , 

“It denieth the true sufficiency of Christ’s death for the pardoning and saving of all:‘men, 
if they did believe. ; di : ' ra Fats : 

“Tt makes the cause of men’s damnation to be principally for want of an expiatory 
sacrifice and of a Saviour, and not of believing. , %A 7 

“Tt leaveth all the world, elect as well as others, without any grand and object for the first 
justifying faith, and in an utter uncertainty whether they may believe to justification or not. 

“Tt denieth the most necessary humbling aggravation of men’s sins, so that neither the 
minister can tell wicked men that they have sinned against him that bought them, nor can 
any wicked man so accuse himself; no, nor any man that doth not know himself to be elect : 
they cannot say, my sins put Christ to death, and were the cause of his sufferings: nay, a 
minister cannot tell any man in the world, certainly, (their sins put Christ to death,) because 
he is not certain who is elect or sincere in the faith. 

“It subverteth Christ’s new dominion and government.of the world, and his general legisla- 
tion and judgment according to his law, which is now founded in his title of redemption, as 
the first dominion and government was on the title of creation. ot e 

“Tt maketh all the benefits that the non-elect receive, whether spiritual or corporal; and 
so-even the relaxation of the curse of the law, (without which relaxation no man could have 
such mercies, ) to befall men without the satisfaction of Christ ; and so either make satisfaction, 
as to all those mercies, needless, or else must find another satisfier. 

“Tt maketh the law of grace to contain far harder terms than the law of works did in its 
utmost rigour. ’ : : ‘ : ; 

“Tt maketh the law of Moses either to bind all the non-clect still to all ceremonies and bond- 
age ordinances, (and so sets up J udaism,) or else to be abrogated and taken down, and men 
delivered from if, without Christ’s suffering for them. , 

“It destroys almost the whole work of the ministry, disabling ministers either to humble 
men by the chiefest aggravations of their sins, and to convince them of ingratitude and unkind 
dealing with Christ, or to show them any hopes to draw thein to repentance, or any love and 
mercy tending to salvation to melt and win them éo the love of Christ ; or any sufficient object 
for their faith and affiance, er any means to be used for pardon or salvation, or any promise to 
encourage them to come in, or any threatening to deter them. 

“It makes God and the Redeemer to have done no more for the remedying of the misery of 
most of fallen mankind than for the devils, nor to have put them into any more possibility of 
pardon or salvation. ; : 

“Nay, it makes God to have dealt far hardlier with most men than with the devils ; making 
them.a.law which requireth their believing in one. that never diéd for them, and taking him 
for their Redeemer that never redeemed them, and that on the mere foresight that they would 
not believe it, or decree that they should not; and so to create by that law a necessity of their 
far sorer punishment, without procuring them any possibility of avoiding it. 

“Tt makes the Gospel of its own nature to be the greatest plague and judgment to most of 
men that receive it, that ever God sendeth to men on earth, by binding them over to a greater 
punishment, ard aggravating their sin, without giving them any possibility of remedy. 

“Tt maketh the case of all the world, except the elect, as deplorate, remediless, and hopeless; 
as the case of the damned, and so denieth them to have any day of grace, visitation, or salvation, 
or any price for happiness put into their hands. 

“Tt maketh Christ to condemn men to hell fire for not receiving him for their Redeemer that 
never redeemed them, and for not resting on him for salvation by his blood, which was never 
shed for them, and for not repenting unto life, when they had no hope of mercy, and faith and 
repentance could not have saved them. 5 on 

“{t putteth sufficient excuses into the mouths of the condemned. 

“Tt maketh the torments of conscience in hell to be none at all, and teacheth the damned to 
put away all their sorrows and self accusations. 

“Tt denieth all the privative part of those torments, which men are obliged to suffer by the 
obligation of Christ’s law, and so maketh hell either nv hell at all, or next to none. 

“And I shall anon show how it leads to infidelity and other sins, and, after this, what face 
of religion is left unsubverted? Not that I charge those that deny universal satisfaction with 
holding all these abominations; but their doctrine of introducing them by necessary conse- 
quence: it is the opinion and not the men that I accuse.” 

A thorough Arminian could say nothing stronger than what is asserted in several of the 
above quotations; and, perhaps, what might not be borne from him, may call attention from 
Baxter, and happy would it be if every advocate of Calvin’s reprobation would give these 
“ CONSEQUENTS,” a candid consideration, 9 

The peculiarity of Baxter’s scheme will be seen from the following farther extracts; and, 
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after, all, it singularly leaves itself open to almost all the objections which’ he so powerfully 
urges against Calvinism itself. } fp eT Ee ; : 

“Though Christ died equally for all men, in the aforesaid law sense, as he satisfied the offended 
legislator, and as giving himself to all alike in the conditional covenant ; yet he NEVER PROPERLY 
INTENDED OR PURPOSED THE ACTUAL JUSTIFYING AND SAVING OF ALL, nor of ANY- but those 
that come to be justified and saved : he did not, therefore, die forall, nor for any that’ perish, with 
a decree or resolution to save them, MUCH LESS DID HE DIE FOR ALL ALIKE, AS TO THIS INTENT. 

“Christ hath given rarr# to none by his law or testament, though he hath revealed, that to 
some he will, as benefactor. and Dominus Azssoturus, give that grace which shall infallibly 
produce it; and God hath given some to Christ that he might prevail with them accordingly ; 

et this is no giving it to the person, nor hath he in himself ever the more title to it, nor can any 
ay claim to it as their due. . i : ; 

“Tt belongeth not to Christ as satisfier, nor yet as legislator, to make wicked refusers to 
become willing, and receive him and the benefits which he offers ; therefore he may do all for 
them that is fore-expressed, though he cure not their unbelief. f : : . 

“Faith is a fruit of the death of Christ, (and so is all the.good which we do enjoy,) but not 
directly, as it is satisfaction to justice ; but only remotely, as it proceedeth from that sus pomin1 
which Christ has received to send the Spirit 1m what measure and To WHOM HE WILL, and to 
succeed it accordingly ; and.as it is necessary tothe attainment of the farther ends of his death 
in the certain gathering and saving of THE ELECT.” (5) la ' 
~ Thus, then, the whole theory comes to this, that, although a conditional salvation has been 
purchased by Christ for all men, and is offered to them, and all legal difficulties are removed 
out of the way of their pardon as sinners by the atonement, yet Christ hath not purchased for 
any man the gift of rairn, or the power of performing the condition of salvation required; but 
gives this te some, and does not give it to others, by virtue of that absolute dominion over men 
which he has purchased for himself; so that, in fact, the old scheme of election and reprobation 
still comes in, only with this difference, that the Calvinists refer that decree to the sovereignty 
of the Father, Baxter to the sovereignty of the Son; one makes the decree of reprobation to , 
issue from the Creator-and Judge; the other, (which is indeed the more repulsive view,) from 
the Redeemer himself, who has purchased even those to whom he denies the gift of faith with 
his own most precious blood. This is plain from the following quotation:— 

“God did not give Christ faith for his blood shed in exchange’; the thing that God was to 
give the Son for his satisfaction, was dominion and rule of the redeemed creature, and power 
therein to use what means he saw fit for the bringing in of souls to himself, even to send forth 
so much of his word and Spirit as he pleased ; both the Father and Son resolving, from eternity, 
to prevail infallibly with all the elect ; but never did Christ desire at his Father’s hands that all 
whom he satisfied for, should be infallibly and irresistibly brought to believe, nor did God ever 
grant or promise any such thing. Jesus Christ, as a ransom, died for all, and as Rector per 
leges, or legislator, he hath conveyed the fruits of his death to all, that is, those fruits which it 


-appertained to him as legislator, to convey, which is right to what his new law or covenant 


doth promise; but those mercies which he gives as Dominus absolutus, arbitrarily besides or 
above his engagement, he neither gives nor ever intended to give to all that he died for.” (6 

The only quibble which prevents the real aspect of this scheme from being at first ‘seen, is, 
that Baxter, and the divines of this school, give to the elect irresistible effectual grace; but 
contend, that others have sufficient grace. This kind of grace is called, aptly enough, by 
Baxter himself, “sufficient ineffectual grace ;” ‘arid that it is worthy the appellation, his own 
account of it-will show. : , * 

“I say it again, confidently, all men that perish (who have the use of reason) do perish, 
directly, for rejecting sufficient recovering grace. By grace, I mean mercy contrary to merit; 
by recovering, I mean ‘such as TENDETH inits own nature toward their recovery, and leadeth 
orhelpeth them thereto, By sufficient, I mean, NoT SUFFICIENT DIRECTLY TO SAVE THEM; (for 
such none of the elect have till'they are saved;) NOR YET SUFFICIENT TO GIVE THEM FAITH 
OR CAUSE THEM SAVINGLY TO BELIEVE. But it 1s sufficient to bring them Nearer Christ than 
they are, though not to put them into immediate possession of Christ by union with him, a 
faith would do. It is an easy truth, that all men naturally are far from Christ, and that som 
by custom in sinning, for want of informing and restraining means, are much farther from hix 
than others, (as the Heathens are,) and that it is not God’s usual way (nor to be expected) to 
bring these men to Christ at once, by one act, or without any preparation, or first bringin 
them nearer to him. It is a similitude used by some that oppose what I now say: suppose a 
man in a lower room should go no more steps than he in the middle room, he must go many 
steps before he came to be as near you as the other is. Now, suppose you offer to take ap to 


by the hand when they come to the upper stairs, and give them some other sufficient help to 
come up the lower steps: if these men will not use the help given them to ascend the first 
steps, (though entreated,) who can be blamed but themselves if they came not to the fp? It 
is not your fault but theirs, that they have not your hand to lift them up at the last step. So 
is our present case. Worldlings, and sensual ignorant sinners, have many steps to ascend 
before they come to justifying faith: and Heathens have many steps before they come as far 


(8) Universal Redemption, p. 63, &c. (6) Ibid. p. 426, 
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‘as ungodly Christians, (as might easily be manifested by enumeration of several necessary 
particulars.) Now, if these will not use that sufficient help that Chist gives them to come the 
first, or second, or third step, who is it long of that they have not faith?” (7) 'y : ‘ 
, But we have no reason to conclude, from this system, that if they took the steps required, 
it would bring them “ne to Christ than they aré,” or, at least, bring them up to SAVING 
FaiTH, which is the great point, since Mr. Baxter’s own doctrine is, that Christ “never 
properly intended or purposed the actual justifying, and saving of all, and did not, therefore, 
die for all, nor for any that perish, with a desien or resolution to save them, much less did he die 
for all, as to this intent.” Those, then, for whom Christ died, not with intent to give saving 
faith, cannot be saved; yet we are told, that to these sufficient grace is given, to take a-step 
or two which would bring them “nearer to Christ.” - Suppose such persons, then, to take 
these steps, yet, as Christ died not for them, with intent to give them saving faith, without 

, this intent, they cannot have saving faith, since it is not a part of Christ’s purchase, but his 
arbitrary gift. ‘The truth then is, that their salvation is as impossible as that of the reprobates 

under the supralapsarian scheme, and the reason of their doom is no.act of their own, but an 

-act of Christ himself, who, as “absolute Lord,” denies that to them which is necessary to their 
salvation. aS 

It is, however, but fair that Mr. Baxter should himself answer this objection. " 

“ Objection.—Then, they that come not the first step are excusable ; for, if they had come to 
the step next believing, they had no assurance that Christ would have giyen them faith. 

“Answer.—No such matter: For though they had no assurance, they had both God’s com- 
mand to seek more grace, and sufficient encouragement thereto; they had such as Mr. Cotton 
calls HALF Promises, that is, a discovery of a possibility, and high degree of PRoBABILITY of 
obtaining; as Peter to Simon, pray, if perhine thoughts of thy heart may be forgiven. 
They may think God will not appoint men vain. eans, and he hath appointed some means 
to all men to get more grace, and bring them nearer Christ than they are. Yea, no.man can 
name that man since the world was made, that did his best in the use of these means, and 
lost his labour. So that if all men have not faith, it is their own fault; not only as originally 
sinners, but as rejecting sufficient grace to have brought them nearer Christ than they were; 
for which it is that they justly perish, as is more fully opened in the dispute of sufficient grace.” 

One argument from Scripture demolishes this whole scheme. Mr. Baxter makes the con- 
demnation of men to rest upon their not coming “nearer to Christ” than they are in their 
natural state; but the Scripture places their guilt in not fully “coming to him;” or, in other 
words, in their not believing in Christ “to salvation,” since it has made faith their duty, and 
has connected salvation with faith. That they must take previous steps, such as consideration 
and repentance, is true, and that they are guilty for not taking them; but then their guilt 
arises from their rejection of a strength and grace to consider and repent. which is imparted 
to them, in order to lead them, through this process, to saving fuith itself; and they are con- 
demned for not having this faith, because not only the preparatory steps, but the faith itself is 
put within their reach, or they could not be condemned for unbelief. If Baxter really meant that 
any steps thesé non-elect persons could take, would actually put them into possession of saying 
faith, he would have said so in so many plain words, and then, between him and the Arminians 
there would have been no difference, so far as they who perish are concerned. But coming 
nearer to Christ, and nearer to saving faith are with him quite distinct. His concern was 
not to show how the non-elect might be saved; but how they might with some plausibility be 
damned. ’ 

“What then,” says Dr: Womack, “is the universal redemption you or they speak of? 
Doth it consist in the ablation of the curse or pain, the impetration of grace and righteousness, 
and the collation of life and glory? Man’s misery consists but of two parts, sin and punishment. 
Doth your universal redemption make sufficient provision to free the non-elect from both, or 
from either of these? From the wrath to come, the damnation of nell, or from iniquity and their 
vain conversation ? Indeed, in your assize sermons, you did very seasonably preach up Christ 
to be a Lord Chief Justice to judge the reprobate; but I cannot find that ever you declare him 
to be their Lord Keeper, or their Lord Treasurer, to communicate his saving grace for their 
conversion, or to secure them against the assaults and rage of their ghostly enemy. These 
last offices you suppose him to bear in favour of the elect only, so that your universal redemp- 
tion holds a very fair correspondence with your sufficient grace, (as to the non-elect,)—there 
is not one single person sanctified by this, or saved by that.” (8) 

The remark of Curcelleus on the same system as delivered by Amyraldus, is conclusive. 

“Besides, since faith is necessary, in order to make us partakers of the benefits which are 
procured by the death of Christ, and since no one can obtain it by his natural powers, (for it 
is imparted through a-special gift, from which God, by an absolute decree, has excluded the 
greatest portion of mankind,) of what avail is it that Christ has died for those to whom faith 
is denied? Does not the affair revert to the same point, as if he had never entertained an inten- 
tion of redeeming them ?” (9) 

This‘ cannot consistently be denied. Mr, Baxter, indeed, says, that “none can name the. 
mai since the world was made, that did his best in the use of the means to obtain more grace, 


(7) Universal Redemption; p. 424. (8) Calvinistic Cabinet Unlocked. 3 (9) De Sure Dei Creaturas, &o. 
67 - 
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and lost his labour.’ So we believe, but this helps not Mr. Baxter. One of his main princi- 
ples is, that there is a glass of men to whom Christ has resolved to give saving faith ; to the 
rest he has resolved not to give it, The man, then, who seeks more than common grace, and 
obtains saving grace, is either in the class to whom Christ has resolved, by right of dominion, 
to give saving grace, or he isnot. If the former, then he is one of the elect, and so the instance 
given proves nothing as to the case of the non-elect ; but, if he be of the latter class, then one 
of those to whom Christ never resolved to give saving grace, by some means obtains it,—how, 
it will be difficult to say. In fact, it was never allowed by Mr. Baxter, or his followers, that 
any but the elect would be saved. ; ; d 
"he remarks of a Calvinist upon the “middle scheme” of the French divines, the same in 
substance as that which was afterward advocated by Baxter, may properly close our remarks. 

“This mitigated view of the docrtine of predestination has only one defect ; but itisa capital 
one. It represents God as desiring a thing (thats, salvation and happiness) for aLr, which, 
in order to its attainment, requires a degree of his assistance and succour, which he refuseth to 
many. This rendered grace and redemption uNn1versAt only in words, but PARTIAL in reality > 
and, therefore, did not at all mend the matter: The supralapsarians were consistent with 
themselves; but their doctrine was harsh and terrible, and was founded on the most unworthy 
notions of the Supreme Being; and, on the other hand, the system of Amyraut was full of 
inconsistencies: nay, even the sublapsarian doctrine has its difficulties, and rather palliates 
than removes the horrors of supralapsarianism. What, then, is to be done? From what 
quarter'shall the candid and well-disposed Christian receive that solid satisfaction and wise 
direction which neither of these systems is adapted to administer? These he will receive by 
turning his dazzled and feeble eye from the secret decrees of God, which were neither designed 
to be rules of action, nor. sources of comfort to mortals here below; and, by fixing his view 
upon the mercy of God, as it is manifested through Christ, the pure laws and sublime promises 
of his Gospel, and the equity of his present government and future tribunal.” (1) 

“The theory to which the name of Baxter has given some weight in this country, has been 
introduced more at length, because with it stands or falls every system of moderated or modi- 
fied Calvinism, which by more modern writers has been advocated. The scheme of Dr. 
Williams, of Rotherham, is little beside the old theory of supralapsarian reprobation, in its 
twofold enunciation of PRETERITION, by: which God refuses help to a creature which cannot 
stand without help, and his consequent DAMNATION for the crimes committed in consequence 
of this withholding of supernatural aid. The dress is altered, and the system has.a dash of 
Cameronism, but it is in substance'the same. Al! other mitigated schemes rest on two princi- 
ples, the gucrege 8 of the atonement for all mankind, and the sufficiency of grace to those 
who believe not. For the first, it is enough to say, ‘that the Synod of Dort and the higher 
Calvinistic school will agree with them upon this’ point, and so nothing is gained; for the 
second, that the sufficiency of grace in these schemes is always understood im Baxter’s sense, 
and is mere verbiage. It 1s not “the grace of God wHicH BRINGETH SALVATION ;” for no man 
is actually saved without something more than this “sufficient grace” provides. ‘That which 
is contended for, is, in fact, not a sufficiency of grace in order to salvation; but, in order to 
justify the condemnation which inevitably follows. For this alone the struggle is made, but 
without success. The main characteristic of all these theories, from the first to the last, from 
-the highest to the lowest is, that a part of mankind are shut out from the mercies of God, on 
some ground irrespective of their refusal of a sincere offer to them of salvation through Christ, 
made with a communicated power of embracing it. Some power they allow to the reprobate, 
as natural power, and degrees of superadded moral power; but in no ease the power to 
believe unto salvation; and thus, as one well observes, “(when they have cut some fair 
trenches, as if they would bring the water of life unto the dwellings of the reprobate, on a 
sudden they open a.sluice which carries it off again.” The whole labour of these theories is 
to find out some decent pretext for the infliction of punishment on them that perish, inde- 
pendent of the only reason given by Scripture, their rejection of a mércy free for all. 

Having exhibited the Calvinistic system on its own authorities, it may be naturally asked 
from what mode or bias of thinking a scheme could arise so much at variance with the 
Scriptures, and with all received notions of just and benevolent administration among men 5 
properties of government, which must be found more perfectly in the government of God, by 
reason of the perfection of its author, than in any other.” That it had its source in a course 
of induction from the sacred Scriptures, though erroneous, is not probable ; for, if it had been 
left to that test, it is pretty certain it would not have maintained itself. It appears rather to 
have arisen from metaphysical hypotheses and school subtilties, to-which the sense of Serip+ 
ture has been accommodated, often very violently; and by subtilties of this kind, it has. 
at all’ times, been chiefly supported. é . 

It has for instance, been assumed by the advocates of this theological theory, that all 
things which come to pass have been fixed by ETERNAL DECREES; and that as many men 
actually perish, it must, therefore, have been decreed that they should perish: and, consist- 
ently with such a scheme, it became necessary to exclude a part of the human race from all 
share in the benefits of Christ’s redemption. ‘The argument employed to confirm the premises, 


(1) Maclaine’s Notes on Mosheim’s History. : 


SECOND.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. a 631 


is, “that it is agreeable to.reason and to the analogy of nature, that God should conduct all 
things according to a deliberate and fixed plan, independent of his creatures, rather than that 
he should be influenced, even in his purposes, by the foresight of their capricious conduct.” (2) 
“Tt is not easy to reconcile the immutability and efficacy of the Divine counsel which enters 
into our conceptions of the first cause, with a purpose to save all, suspended upon a condition 
which is not fulfilled with regard to many.” (3) ‘This has, indeed, all along been the main 
stress of the argument for absolute decrees, that a conditional decree reflects dishonour upon 
the Divine attributes, “by leaving God, as it were, in suspense, and waiting to see what men 
will do, before he passes a firm and irrevocable decree; which, as they say, seems to 
imply want of power and prescience in God, and to be inconsistent with other of his Divine 
perfections. They especially think, that this is irreconcilable with the immutability of God, 
and that to subject his decrees to the changes of a countless number of mutable beings, must 
render him the most mutable being in the universe. “ : 

The whole of this objection, however, seems to involve a petitio principit. It is taken for’ 
granted, either that the decrees of God are absolute appointments from eternity, and then any 
change of his decrees, dependent upon the acts of creatures, would be a contradiction ; or else, 
that the acts of creatures being free, it follows, that God had from eternity no plan, and con- 
ducts his own government only as circumstances may arise. But, that either the decrees of 
God are fixed and*absolute, or, that God can have no plan of government if that be denied, 
is the very alternative to be proved, the matter which is in debate. It becomes necessary, 
therefore, in order to ascertain the truth, to’fix the sense of the favourite term “ decrees,” and. 
for this we have no sound guide but the Holy Scriptures, which, as to what relates to man’s 
salvation at least, contain the only exposition of the purposes of God. 

The term “decree” is-no where in Scripture used in the sense in which it is taken in the 
theology of the Calvinists. It is properly a legislative or judicial term, importing the solemn 
decision of a court, and was adopted into that system, probably, because of the absolute 
meaning it conveys, which quality of absoluteness is, in fact, the point debated. The“ purpose” 
and “counsel” of God are the Scriptural terms applicable to this subject; one of which, 
“counsel,” expresses an act of wisdom, and the other, necessarily implies it, as it is the “ pur- 
pose,” design, or determination of a Being of infinite perfection, who can purpose, design, will, 
and determine nothing but under the direction of his intelligence, and the regulation of his 
moral attributes. 

Terms are not indeed to be objected to merely because they are not found in the word of 
Gon; but their signification must be controlled by it, otherwise, as in the case of the term 
decrees, a meaning is often silently brought in under covert of the term, which becomes a 
postulate in argument: a practice which has been a fruitful source of misapprehension and error. 
‘The decrees of God, if the phrase then must be continued, can only Scripturally signify the 
determinations of his will in his government of the world he has made; and those determi- 
nations are plainly, in Scripture, referred to two classes, what he has himself determined to do, 
and what he has determined to permit to be done by free and accountable creatures. He 
determined, for instance, to create man, and he determined to permit his fall; he determined 
also the only method of dispensing pardon to the guilty, but he determined to permit men to 
reject it, and to fall into the punishment of their offences. Calvin, indeed, rejects the doctrine 
of permission, “It is not probable,” he says, “that man procured his.own destruction by the 
mere permission, and without any appointment of Gop.” He had reason for this; for to have 
allowed this distinction would have been contrary to the main principles of his theological sys- 
tem, which are, that “ the will of God is the necessity of things,” and that all things are previously 
fixed by an absolute decree; so that they must happen. ‘The consequence is, that he and 
his followers involve themselves in the tremendous consequence of making God the author of 
sin; which, after all their disavowals, and we grant them sincere, will still logically cleave to 
them: for it is obvious, that by nothing can we fairly avoid this consequence but by allowing 
the distinction between determinations To vo, on the part of Gon, and determinations To PER- 
Mir certain things to be done by others. The principle laid down by Calvin is destructive of 
all human agency, seeing it converts man into a mere instrument 3 while the other maintains 
his agency in its proper sense, and, therefore, his proper accountability. On Calvin’s principle, 
man is no more an agent than the knife in the hand of the assassin; and he is not more 
responsible, therefore, in equity, to punishment than the knife by which the assassination is 
committed, were it capable of’being punished. For if man has not a real agency, that is, if 
there is a necessity above him so controlling his actions as to render it impossible that they 
should have been otherwise, he is in the hands of another, and not master of himself, and so 
his actions cease to be his own. 3 

A decree to permit involves no such consequences, This is indeed acknowledged ; but then, 
on the other hand, it is urged that this imposes an uncertainty upon the Divine plans, and 
makes him dependent upon the acts of the creature. In neither of these allegations is there 
any weight ; for as to the first, there can be no uncertainty in the principles of the adminis- 
tration of a Being who regulates the whole by the immutable rules of righteousness, holiness, 
truth, and goodness; so that all the acts of the creature do but call forth some new illustration 


(2) Dr. Rankin’s Institutes, (3) Dr. Hill’s Lectures,” 
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—— eternity, in the view of the actual circumstances. As to the second objection, 
this makes his conduct ee upon the acts of the ture, so far from ge 


* judge must, in the nature of things themselves, be dependent upon the conduct of the subjects 

; ten A sek he rules: they must cording to that conduct ; and it is only in the princi- 
— ples of a righteous that we to look, for that kind of immutability which has 
f any thing im jtof moral character. Still it is said, that though the acts of God, as a sovereign, 


change, and are, a upon the conduct of creatures, yet that he, from all 


, eternity; or to do them: as for instance, to exalt one nation and to abase. 
“ another ; to favour this individual, or to punish that ; to save this man, to destroy the other. 
‘This may be ted; but only in this sense, that his eternal determination or decree was as 

’ dependent see Ae upon his prescience of the acts which, acco to the immutable 
7 pmnciples of his nature and government, are pleasing gr hateful to him, as the actual admi- 


revealed decree or determination of God, to put both the doing well and the doing ill into 
Cain’s own power, which is utterly inconsistent with an absolute deeree that he should have 
it in his power only to do ill; and the inevitable conclusion, therefore, is, that the only eternal 
decree, or Divine determination concerning Cain in this matter was, that he should be condi- 
tionally accepted, or conditionally left to the punishment of his sins: To this class of” 
conditional decrees belong also all such passages, as, “If ye be willing and obedient ye shall 
. eat the good of the land ; but if ye refuse and rebel ye shall be devoured by the sword.” “If 
live after the flesh ye shall die; but if ye, through the Spirit, do mortify the deeds of the 
y; ye shell live." “He that believeth shall be saved, and he that believeth not shall be 
dammed.” This last, especially, is God’s decree or determination, as to all who hear the 
. Gospel, to the end of time. It professes to be so on the very face of it, for its general and 
= unrestricted nature cannot be denied; but if we are told, that there is a decree affecting 
= numbers of men as individuals, by which God determined absolutely to pass them by, and to 
_ deny to them the grace of faith, such an allegation cannot be true; because it contradicts the 
decree as revealed by God himself. His decree gives to all who hear the news of Christ’s sal- 
yation, the alternative of believing and being saved of not believing and being damned 3 but 
there is no alternative in the absolute decree of Calvinism: as to the reprobate, no one can. 
believe and be saved who is under such decree : God never intended he should ; and, therefore, 
he is put by one decreé in one condition, and by another decree in an entirely opposite 
condition, which is an obvious contradiction. . 
| But we have instances. of the revocation of Gop’s decrees, as well as of their conditional 
character, one of which will be sufficient for illustration. In the case of Eli, “I said indeed 
that thy house and the house of thy father should walk before me for ever; but now the 
Lord saith, be it far from me ; for them that honour me I will honour, and they that despise mé 
shall be lightly esteemed.” _ No passage can more strongly refute the Calvinistic notion_of 
God’s immutability, which they seem to place in his never changing his purpose, whereas, in: 
fact, the Scriptural doctrine is, that it consists in his never changing the principles of his 
inistration. One of those principles is laid down in this’ passage. It is, “them that 
honour me I will honour, and they that despise me shall be lightly esteemed.” To this 
principle God is immutably true ; but it was his unchangeable regard to that very principle 
which brought on the change of his conduct toward the house of Eli, and induced him to 
revoke his farmer promise. This is the only immutability worthy of Gop, or which can be 
reconciled to the facts of his government. For either the advocate of absolute predestination 
must say that the promises and threatenings are-declarations of his will and purposes, or they 
are not. If they are not, they contradict his truth; but if the point, that they do in fact 
declare his will is conceded, that will is either absolute or conditional, Let us then try the 
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ease of Eli by this alternative. If the promise of continuin: in the family of Eli 
were absolute, then it could not be revoked. . If th ed an absolute and 
eternal will and determination to divert the priesthood from Eli’s , then the promise 


and threatenings relate,—the salvation or destruction of men. That counsel and purpose has, 
also, io manifestation in his word, but by promises and threateriings ; these make up its whole 
substance, and, therefore, in order-to make their distinction good, those who hold it must 
discover a distinction not only between God’s promises and threatenings and his decrees ; but 
between the eternal “counsels and purposes” of God and his decrees, which they acknowledge 
to be identical. 

The fallacy which seems to mislead them appears to be the following: They allege that of 
two consequences, say the obedience or disobedience of Eli’s house, we acknowledge, on both 
‘sides, that one will happen. That which actually happens we also see taken up into the course 
of the Divine administration, and made a part of his subsequent plan of government, as the 
transfer of the priesthood from the house of Eli: they, therefore, argue that the Divine Being 
having his plain before him, and this very circumstance entering into it, it was fixed from 
eternity as a part of that general scheme by which the purposes of God were to be accom- 
lished, and which would have been uncertain and unarranged but for this predrdination. 
The answer to this is, 

1. ‘That the circumstance of an event being taken up into the Divine administration, and 
being made use of to work out Gon’s purposes, is no proof that he willed and decreed it. He 
could not will the wickedness of Eli’s sons, and could not, therefore, ordain and appoint it, or 
his decrees would be contrary to his will. The making use of the result of the choice of a free 
agent, only proves that it was foreseen, and that there are, so to speak, infinite resources in 
the Divine mind to turn the actions of men into the accomplishment of his plans, without either 
willing them when they are evil, or imposing fetters upon their freedom. 

2. That though an event be interwoven with the course of the Divine government, it does not 
follow that it wasnecessary to it. The ends of a course of administration might have been other- 
wise accomplished ; as, in the case before us, if Eli’s house had remained faithful, and the family 
of Zadok had not been chosen in its stead. The general plan of God’s government does not, 
therefore, necessarily mclude every event which happens as a necessary part of its accom- 
plishment, since the same results might, in many cases, have been brought out of other ev: nts ; 
and, therefore, it cannot be conclusively argued, that as God wills the accomplishment of the 
general plan, he must will in the same manner the particular events which he may overrule to 
vontribute to it. But, 

3. As to the general plan, it is also an unfounded assumption, that it was the subject of an 
absolute determination. From this has arisen the notion that the fall of Adam was willed and 
decreed by God. To this doctrine, which, for the sake of a metaphysica! speculation, draws 
after it so many abhorrent and antiscriptural consequences, we must demur. Grod could not 
will that event actively without willing sin. He could not absolutely decree it without 
removing all responsibility, and, therefore, all fault from the first offender. If God be holy 
he could not will Adam’s offence, though he might determine not to prevent it by interfering 
with man’s freedom, which is a very different case; and if in guarding his law from violation 
»y a severe sanction, he proceeded with sincerity, he could not appoint its violation. We may 
confidently say, that he willed the contrary of Adam’s offence; and that he used all means, 
consistent with his determination to give and maintain free agency to his creatures, to secure 
the accomplishment of that will. It was against his will, therefore, that our progenitors sinned 
and fell; and his “purpose” and “counsel,” or his decree, if the term please better, to govern 
the world according to the principles and mode now in operation, was dependent upon an event 
which he willed.not ; but which, as being foreseen, was the plan he, in wisdom, justice, and 
mercy, adopted in the view of this contingency. And suppose we were to acknowledge with 
some, that the result will be more glorious to him, and more beneficial to the universe, through 
the wisdom with which he overrules all things, than if Adam and his descendants had stood 
in their innocency, it will not follow, even from this, that the present was that order of events 
which God absolutely ordered and decreed. We are told, indeed, that if this was the best of 
possible plans, God was, by the perfection of his nature, bound to choose it; and that if he 
chose it, his will, in this respect, made all the rest necessary. But, to say nothing of the 
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presiimption of dete mining what God was bound to do in any hypothetic case, the position 


that God must choosg the best of possible plans is to be taken with qualification. We can 
neither prove that the state of things which shall actually issue is the best among those pos- 
sible; nor that among possible systems there can be a best, since they are all composed of 
created things, and no system can actually exist, to which the Creator, who is infinite in 
wer, could not add something. Were no-sin involved in the case it would be clearer; but 
it is not only unsupported by any'declaration of Scripture, but certainly contrary to many of - 
its principles, to assume that God originally, so to speak, and, in the first instance, willed and 
decreed'a state of things which should necessarily mclude the introduction of moral evil into his 
creation, in order to manifest his glory, and work out future good to the creature ; because we 
know that sin is that “abominable thmg” which he hateth. A monarch is surely not bound 
secretly to appoint and decree the circumstances which must necessarily lead to a rebellion, in 
order that his clemency may be more fully manifested in pardoning the rebels, or the strength 


‘ e his government displayed in their subjugation ; although his subjects, upon the whole, might 
e 


rive some higher benefit. We mays therefore, conclude that God willed with perfect truth 
and sincerity that man should not fall, although he resolved not to prevent that fall by inter- 
fering with his freedom, which would have changed the whole character of his government 
toward rational creatures; and that his plan, or decree, to govern the world upon the principle 
of redemption and mediation was no absolute ordination, but conditional upon man’s offence ; 
and an “eternal purpose,” only in the eternal foresight of the actual occurrence of the fall 
of joan Which yet, it 1s no contradiction to say, was against his will. 

So fallacious are all such notions as to God’s fixed plans. Fixed they may be, without being 
absolutely decreed ; because fixed, in reference to what takes place, even in opposition to his 
will and intention; and as to the argument drawn by Calvinists from the perfections of God, 
it is surely a more honourable view of him to suppose that his will and his promulgated law 
accord and consent, than ee, are in opposition to each other; more honourable to him, 
that he is immutable in his adherence to the principles, rather than in the acts of government ; 
more honourable to him, that he can make the conduct of his free creatures to work out either 
his original purposes, or purposes more glorious to himself and beneficial to the universe, than 
that he should frame plans so fixed as to have no reference to the free actions of creatures, 
whom, by a strange contradiction, he is represented as still holding accountable for their con- 
duct ; plans which all these creatures shall be necessitated to fulfil, so as to be capable of no 
other course of aetion whatever, orn that his government must become loose and uncertain. 
Thisis, indeed, to have low thoughts, even of the infinite wisdom of Gop ; and either involves his 
justice and truth in deep obscurity, or presents them to us under very equivocal aspects. Which 
of these views is the most consonant with the Bible, may be safely left with the candid reader. 

The Presciencr oF Gop is also a subject by which Calvinists have endeavoured to give 
some plausibility to their system. The argument, as popularly stated, has been, that, as the 

truction or salvation of every individual is foreseen, it is, therefore, certain, and, as certain, 
it is inevitable and necessary. The answer to this is, that certainty and necessity are not at all 
connected in the nature of things, and are, in fact, two perfectly distinct predicaments. Cer- 
tainty has no relation to an event at all as evitable or inevitable, free or compelled, contingent. 
or necessary. It relates only to the issue itself, the act of any agent, not to the quality of the 
act or eyent with reference to the circumstances under which it is produced. A free action is 
as much an event as a necessitated one, and, therefore, is as truly an object of foresight, which - 
foresight cannot change the nature of the action, or of the process through which it issues, 
because the simple knowledge of an action, whether‘present, past, or to come, has no influence 
upon it of any kind. Certainty is, in fact, no quality of an action at all; it exists, properly 
speaking, in the mind foreseeing, and not in the action foreseen; but freedom or constraint, 
contingency or necessity, qualify the action itself, and determine its nature, and the reward- 
ableness, or punitive demerit of the agent. When, therefore, it is said, that what God foresees 
will certainly happen, nothing more can be reasonably meant, than that HE is certain that it 
will happen; so that we must not transfer the certainty from God to the action itself, in the 
false sense of necessity, or, indeed, in any sense; for the certainty is in the Divine mind, and 
stands there opposed, not to the contingency of the action, but to doubtfulness as to his owh | 
prescience of the result. There is this certainty in the Divine mind as to the actions of men, 
that they will happen: but that they must happen cannot follow from this circumstance. If 
they must happen, they are under some control which prevents a different result; but the most 
certain knowledge has nothing in it which, from its nature, can control an action in any way 
unless it should lead the being endowed with it to adopt measures to influence the action, ant 
then it becomes a question, not of foreknowledge, but of power and inflwence, which wholly 
changes the case. This is a sufficient reply to the popular manner of stating the argument. 
The scholastic method requires a little more illustration. a 

The knowledge of possible things, as existing from all eternity in the Divine understanding, 
has been termed “ scientia simplicis intelligentie,” or by the Schoolmen, “ scientia indefinita,” as 
not determining the existence of any thing. The knowledge which God had of all real 
existences is termed “ scientia visionis,” and by the Schoolmen, “ scientia definita,” because the 
existence of all objects of this knowledge is determinate and certain. ‘To these distinctions 
another was added by those who rejected the predestinarian hypothesis, to which they gave 
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_ the name “scientia media,” as being supposed to'stand in the middle between the two former. 
By this is understood, the knowledge, neither of things as possible, nor of events appointed 
and decreed by God; but of events which are to happen upon certain conditions. (5) 

_ The third kind of knowledge, or scientia mapas, might very well be included in the second, 
since scientia visionis ought to include not what God will do, and what his’ creatures will do 
under his appointment, but what they will do by his permission as free agents, and what he 
will do, as a consequence of this, in his character of Governor and Lord. But since the pre- 
desiinarians had confounded scientia visionis with a predestinating deerée, the scientia media 
well expressed what they had left quite unaccounted for, and which they had assumed did not 
really exist,—the actions of creatures endowed with free will, and the acts of Deity which from 
eternity were consequent upon them. If such actions do not take place, then men are not free ; 
and if the rectoral acts of God are not consequent upon the actions of the creature in the order 
of the Divine intention, and the conduct of the creature is consequent upon the foreordained 
rectoral acts of Gop, then we reach a necessitating eternal decree, which, in fact, the predes- 
tanarian contends for: but it unfortunately brings after it consequences which no subtilties 
have ever been able to shake off,—that the only acror in the universe is Gop himself ; and 
that the only distinction among events is, that one class is brought to pass by Gop directly, 
and the other indirectly; not by the agency, but by the mere instrumentality of his creatures. 

‘The manner in which absolute predestination is made identical with scientia visionis, will be 
best illustrated by an extract from the writings of a tolerably fair and temperate modern Cal- 
vinist. Speaking of the two distinctions, scientia ‘simplicis intellig entice and scientia visionis, 
he says, _ 3 ; ye 

Se Those who consider all the objects of knowledge as comprehended under one or other of 
the kinds that have been explained, are naturally conducted to that enlarged conception of the 
extent of the Divine decree, from which the Calvinistic doctrine of predestination unavoidably 
follows. The Divine decree is the determination of the Divine will to produce the universe, 
that is, the whole series of beings and events that were then future. The parts of this series 
arise in succession ; but all were, from eternity, present to the Divine mind; and no cause 
was, at any time, to operate, or no effect that was at any time to be produced in the universe, 
can be excluded from the original decree, without supposing that the decree was at first imper- 
fect and afterward received accessions. The determination to produce this world, understand- 
ing by that word the whole combination of beings, and causes, and effects, that were to come 
into existence, arose out of the view of all possible worlds, and proceeded upon reasons to us 
unsearchable, by which this world that now exists appeared to the Divine wisdom the fittest 
to be produced. I say, the determination to produce this world proceeded upon reasons; 
because, we must suppose, that in forming the decrees, a choice was exerted, that the Supreme 
Being was at liberty to resolve either that he would create or that he would not create; that 
he would give his work this form or that form, as he chose; otherwise we withdraw from the 
Supreme Intelligence, and subject all things to blind fatality. But if a choice was exerted in 
forming the decree, the choice must have proceeded upon reasons; for a choice made by a wise 
Being, without any ground of choice, is a contradiction in terms. At thé same time it is to 
be remembered, that as nothing then existed but the Supreme Being, the only reason which 
could determine him in choosing what he was:to produce, was its appearing to him fitter for 
accomplishing the end which he proposed to himself than any thing else which he might have 
produced. Hence scientia visionis is called by theologians scientia libera.. To scientia simplicis 
intelligentie they gave the epithet naluralis, because the knowledge of all things possible arises 
necessarily from the nature of the Supreme mind; but to scientia visionis they gave the epithet 
libera, because the qualities and extent of its objects are determined, not by any necessity of 
nature, but by the will of the Deity. Although in forming the Divine decree there was a 
choice of this world, proceeding upon: a representation of all possible worlds, it is not to be 
conceived, that there was any interval between the choice and representation, or any succes- 
‘sion in the parts of the choice. In the Divine mind there was an intuitive view of that immense 
subject, which it is not only impossible for our minds to comprehend at once, but in travelling 
through the parts of which we are instantly bewildered; and one decree, embracing at once 
the end and means, ordained with perfect wisdom all that was to be. 

“The condition of the human race entered into this decree. It is not, perhaps, the most 
important part of it when we speak of the formation of the universe, but it is a part which, even 
were it more insignificant than it is, could not be overlooked by the Almighty, whose attention 
extends to all his works, and which appears, by those dispensations of his providence that have 
been made known to us, to be interesting in his eyes. A decree respecting the condition of 
the human race includes the history of every individual: the time of his appearing upon the 
earth; the manner of his existence while he is an inhabitant of the earth, as it is diversified by 


(5) “ Ordo autem hic ut recte intelligi possit, observandum est triplicem Deo scientiam tribui solere : unam 
necessariam, que omnem voluntatis liber actum nature ordine antecedit, que etiam practica et simplicis 
Yntelligentie dici potest, qua seipsum et alia omnia possibilia intelligit. Alteram iberam, quae consequitur 
actum voluntatis libere, que etiam visionis dici potest ; qué Deus omnia, que facere et permittere decrevit ita 
distincte novit, uti ea fieri ct permittere voluit. Tertiam mediam, qua sub conditione novit quid homines aut 
angeli facturi essent pro sua libertate, si cum his aut illis circumstantiis, in hoc vel in illo rerum ordine, 
constituerentur.”—Disputat, Episcopii. part 3, disp. v, 
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the actions which he performs, and by the events, whether prosperous or calarhitous, which 
befall him, and the manner of his existence after he leaves the earth, that is, fore happiness 
or misery. A decree respecting the condition of the human race also includes the relations of 
the individuals to one another: it fixes their connections in society, which have a great influ- 
ence upon their happiness and their improvement; and it must be-conceived as extending to 
the important events recorded in Scripture, in which the whole species have a concern. -Of 
this kind is the sin of our first parents, the consequence of that sin reaching to all their posterity, 
the mediation of Jesus Christ appointed by God as a remedy for these consequences, the final 
salvation, through his mediation, of one part of the descendants of Adam, and the final condem- 
nation of another part, notwithstanding the remedy. ‘These events arise at long intervals of 
time, by a gradual preparation of circumstances, and the operation of various means. But by 
the Creator, to whose mind the end and means were at once present, these events were beheld 
in intimate connection with one another, and in conjunction with many other events to us 
unknown, and consequently all of them, however far removed from one another-as to the time 
of their actual existence, were comprehended in that one decree by which he determined to 
produce the world.” (6) : . 3 

- Now some things in this statement may be granted ; as for instance, that when the choice, 
speaking after the manner of men, was between creating the world and not creating it, it 
appeared fitter to Gop to create than not to create; and that all actual events were foreseen, 
and will take place, so far as they are future, as they are foreseen ; but where is the connection 
between these points, and that absolute decree which in this passage is taken for either the 
same thing as foreseeing, or as necessarily involved in it? “The Divine decree,” says Dr. Hill, 
“is the determination of the Divine will to produce the universe, that is, the whole series of 
BEINGS and EVENTS that were then future.” If so, it follows, that it was the Divine’ will to 
produce the fall of man, as well as his creation; the offences which made redemption necessary, 
as the redemption itself: to produce the destruction of human beings, and their vices which 
are the means of that destruction; the salvation of another part of the race, and their faith and 
obedience, as the means of that salvation :—for sid “one decree, embracing at once the end and 
the means, he ordained, with perfect wisdom, all that was to be.” 'Thisisin the true character 
of the Calvinistic theology ; it dogmatises with absolute confidence on some metaphysical 
assumption, and forgets for the time, that any such book as the Bible, a revelation of Gon, by 
Gop himself, exists in the world. If the determination of the Divine will, with respect to the 
creation of man, were the same kind of determination as that which. respected his fall, how 
then are.we to account for the means taken by God to prevent the fall, which were no less 
than the communication of an upright and perfect nature to man, from which his ability to 
stand in his-uprightness arose, and the threatening of the greatest calamity, death, in order to 
deter him from the act of offence? How, in that case, are we to account for the declarations of 
Gov’s hatred to sin, and for his own express declaration. that “he willeth not the death of him 
that dieth 2” How, for the obstructions he has placed in the way of transgression, which would 
be obstructions to his own determinations, if they can be allowed to be obstructions at all? 


. How, for the intercession of Christ? How, for his tears shed over Jerusalem? Finally, how, 


for the declaration that “he willeth all men to be saved,” and for his invitations to all, and the 
promises made to all? Here the discrepancies between the metaphysical scheme and the written 
word are most strongly marked ; are so totally irreconcilable to each other, as to leave us to 
choose between the speculations of man, as to the operations of the Divine mind, and the 
declared will of God himself, The fact is, that Scripture can only be interpreted by denying 
that the determination of the Divine will is, as to “bejngs and events,” the same kind of deter- 
mination; and we are necessarily brought back again to the only distinction which is compatible 
with the written word, a determination in Gop to do, and a determination to permit. For if 
we admit that the decree to effect or produce is absolute, both “as to the end and means,” then, 
beside the consequences which follow as above stated, and which so directly contradict the 
testimony of God himself; another equally revolting also arises, namely, that as the end decreed 
18, as we are told, most glorious to God, so the means, being controlled and directed to that 
end, are necessarily and directly connected with the glorification of God ; and, so men glorify 


God by their vices, because by them they fulfil his will, and work out his designs according to , 


the appointment of his “wisdom.” That this has been boldly contended for by leading Cal- 
vinistic divines in former times, and by some, though of a lower class, in the present day, is 
well known: and that they are consistent in their deductions from the.above premises, is so 
obvious, that it is matter of surprise, that those Calvinists who are-shocked at this conclusion 
should not either suspect the principles from which it so certainly flows, or that, admitting the 
doctrine, they should shun the explicit avowal of the inevitable consequence. ” 
‘The sophistry of the above statement of the Calvinistic view of prescience and the decrees, 
as given by Dr. Hill, lies in this, that the determination of the Divine will to produce the universe 
is made to include a determination as absolute “to produce the whole series of beings and events 
that were then future ;” and in assuming that this is involved in a perfect prescience of things, 
as actually to exist and take place. But among the “srmes” to be produced, were not only 
beings bound by their instincts, and by circumstances which they could not control, to act in 


(6) Hill’s Lectures, vol. iii, p. 38. 
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some given manner ; but also beings endowed with such freedom that they might act in differ- 
ent and opposite ways, as their own will might determine. Either this must be allowed or 
denied. - If it is denied, then man is not a free agent, and, therefore, not accountable for his 
personal offences, if offences those acts can be called, to the doing of which there is “a deter- 
mination of the Divine will,” of the same nature as to the “producing of the universe” itself. 
This, however, is ‘so destructive of the nature of virtue and vice; it so entirely subverts the 
moral government of God by merging it into his natural government; and it so manifestly 
contradicts the word of God, which, from the beginning to the end, supposes a power bestowed 
on man to avoid sin, and on this establishes his accountableness; that, with all these fatal 
consequences hanging upon it, we may leave*this notion to its own fate. But if any such 
freedom be allowed to man, (either actually enjoyed or placed within his reach by the use of 
mieans which are within his power,) that he may both will and act differently, in any given 
case, from his ultimate volitions and the acts resulting therefrom, then cannot that which he 
actually does, as a free agent, say some sinful act, have been “determined” in the same 
manner by the Divine will, as the “production” of the universe and the “beings” which 
compose it. For if man is a being free to sin or not to sin; and it was the “determination of 
the Divine will” to produce such a being; it was his determination to give to him this liberty of 
not doing that which actually he does; which is wholly contrary to a determination that he 
should act in one given manner, and in that alone. For here, on the one hand, it is alleged 
that the Divine will absolutely determines to produce certain “events,” and yet on the other 
it is plain that he absolutely determined to produce’ “beings” who should, by his will and 
consequent endowment, have in themselves the power to produce contrary events; proposi- 
tions which manifestly fight with each other, and cannot both be true. We must either, then, 
give up man’s free agency and true accountability, or this absolute determination of events, 
The former cannot be renounced without involving the consequences above stated; and the 
abandoning of the latter, brings us to the only conclusion which agrees with the word of 
God,—that the acts of free agents are not determined, but foreseen and permitted; and are 
thus taken up, not as the acts of God, but as the acts of men, into the Divine government. 
“Ye devised evil against me,” says Joseph to his brethren, “but God meant it for good.’? 
Thus the principle which vitiates Dr. Hill’s statement is detected. Grotius has much better 
observed, “When we say that God is the cause of all things, we mean of all such things as 
have a real-existence; which is no reason why those things themselves should not be the cause. 
of some accidents, such as actions are. God created man, and some other intelligences superior 
to man, with a liberty of acting ; which liberty of acting is not in itself evil, but may be the 
cause of something that is evil; and to make Gop the author of evils of this kind, which are _ 
called moral evils, is the highest wickedness.” (7 ) : oe 

Perhaps the notions which Calvinists form as to the will may be regarded as a consequence 
of the predestinarian branch of their system ;- but whether they are among the metaphysical 
sources of their error, or consequents upon it, they may here have a brief notice. 

If the doctrine just refuted were allowed, namely, that all events are produced by the deter: 
mination of the Divine will; and that the end and means are bound up in “one decree ;” the © 
predestinarian had sagacity enough to discern that the volitions, as well as the acts of men, 
must be placed equally under bondage, to make the scheme consistent; and, that whenever 
any moral action is the end proposed, the choice of the will, as the means to that end, must 
come under the same appointment and determination. It is, indeed, not denied, that creatures 
may lose the power to will that which is morally good. Such is the state of devils ;-and such 
would have been the state of man, had he been left wholly to the consequences of the fall. The 
inability is, however, not a natural, but a moral one; for volition, as a power of the mind, is 
not destroyed, but brought so completely under the dominion of a corrupt nature, as not to bé 
morally capable of choosing any thing but evil. If man is not in this condition, it is owing, not 
to the remains of original goodness, as some suppose, but to that “grace of God” which is the 
result of the “free gift” bestowed upon all men; but that the power to choose that which is 
good, in some respects, and as a first step to the entire and exclusive choice of good in the — 
highest degree, is in man’s possession, must be certainly concluded from the calls so often 
made upon him in the word of Gop to change his conduct, and, in order to this, his will. 
“Hear, ye deaf, and see, ye blind,” is the exhortation of a Prophet, which, while it charges 
both spiritual deafness and blindness upon the Jews, supposes a power existing in them, both 
of opening the eyes, and unstopping the ears. Such are all the exhortations to repentance and 
faith addressed to sinners, and the threatenings consequent upon continued impenitence and 
unbelief; which equally Suppose a power of considering, willing, and acting, in all things 
adequate to the commencement of areligious course. From whatever source it may be derived, 
and no other can be assigned to it consistently with the Scriptures than the grace of God, this - 
power must be experienced to the full extent of the call and the obligation to these duties. A. 
power of choosing only to do evil, and of remaining impenitent, cannot be reconciled to such 
exhortations. 'This would but be a mockery of men, and a mere show of equitable govern- 
ment on the part of God, without any thing correspondent to this appearance of equity in 
point of fact. The Calvinistic doctrine, however, takes another course. As the sin and the 
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‘destruction of the reprobate is determined by the decree, and their will is either left to its 
natural proneness to the choice of evil, or is, by coaction, impelled to it; so the salvation 

the elect being absolutdly decreed, the will, at the appointed time, comes under an irresistible 
impulse which carries it to the choice of good. Nor is this only an occasional influence, leaving 
men afterward, or by intervals, to freedom of choice, which might be allowed; but, in all cases, 


~~ and at all times, the will, when directed to good, moves only under the unfrustrable impulses 


ef grace. That man, therefore, has no choice, or at least no alternative in either case, is the 
doctrine assumed ; and no other view can be consistently taken by those who admit the scheme 
of absolute predestination. To one class of objects is the will determined ; no other being, in 
either case, possible: and thus one course of action, fulfilling the decree of God, is the only 
possible result, or the decree would not be absolute, and fixed. 

Some Calvinists have adopted all the consequences which follow this view of the subject. 
They ascribe the actions and volitions of man to God, and regard sinful men as impelled to a 
necessity of sinning, in order to the infliction of that punishment which they think will glorify 
the sovereign wrath of him-whomade “the wicked” intentionally “for the day of evil.” Enough 
has been said in refutation of this gross and blasphemous opinion, which, though it inevitably 
follows from absolute predestination, the more modest writers of the same school have endea- 
voured to hide under various guises, or to reconcile to some show of justice by various subtleties. 

It has, for instance, been contended, that as in the case of transgressors, the evil acts done 
by them are the choice of their corrupt will, they are, therefore, done willingly ; and that they 
are in consequence punishable, although their will could not but choose them. This may be 
allowed to be true in the case of devils, supposing them at first to have voluntarily corrupted 
an innocent nature endowed with the power of maintaining its innocence, and that they were 


_ under no absolute decree determining them to this offence. For, though now their will is so 


much under the control of their bad passions, and is in itself so vicious, that it has no dispo- 
sition at all to good, ‘and from their nature, remaining in its present state, can have no such 
tendency ; yet the original act, or series of acts, by which this state of their will and affections 


was induced, being their own, and the result of a deliberate choice between moral good and 


evil, both being in their own power, they are justly held to be culpable for all that follows, 
having had, originally, the. power to avoid both the first sin and all others consequent upon 
it. The same may be said of sinful men, who have formed in themselves, by repeated acts of 
evil, at first easily avoided, various habits to which the will opposes a decreasing resistance in 
2 eae as they acquire strength. Such persons, too, as are spoken of in the Epistle to the 

ebrews, those whom “it is impossible to renew unto repentance,” may be regarded as 
approaching very nearly to the state of apostate spirits, and being left without any of the aids 
of that Holy Spirit whom they have “quenched,” cannot be supposed capable of willing: 
good. Yetare they themselves justly chargeable with this state of their wills, and all the evils 
resulting from it. But the case of devils is widely different to that of men who, by their 
hereditary corruption, and the fall of human nature, to which they were not consenting parties, 
come into the world with this infirm, and, indeed, perverse-state of the will, as to all good. It 
is not their. personal fault that they are born with a will averse from good ; and it cannot be 
their personal fault that they continue thus inclined only to evil if no assistance has been 
afforded, no gracious influence imparted, to counteract this fault of nature, and to set the will 
so far free, that it can choose either the good urged upon it by the authority and ‘exciting 
motives of the Gospel, or, “making light” of that, to yield itself, in opposition to conviction, 
to the evil to-which it is by nature prone. It is not denied, that the will, in its purely natural 
state, and independent of all grace communicated to‘man through Christ, can incline only to 
evil; but the question is, whether it is so left; and whether, if this be contended for, the 
circumstance of a sinful act being the act of a will not able to determine otherwise, from 
whatever cause that may arise, whether from the influence of circumstances or from coaction, 
or from its own invincible depravity, renders him punishable who never had the means of 
preventing his will from lapsing into this diseased and vitiated state ; who was born with this 
moral disease ; and who, by an absolute decree, has been excluded from all share in the 


~ remedy? This is the only simple and correct way of viewing the subject ; and it is quite 


independent of all metaphysical hypotheses as to the will. The argument is, that an act’ 
which has the consent of the will is punishable, although the will.can only choose evil: we 
reply, that this is only true where the time of trial.is past, as in devils and apostates; and 
then only, because these are personally guilty of having so vitiated their wills as to render 
them incapable of good. But the case of men who have fallen by the fault of another, and 
who are still in a state of trial, is one totally different. The sentence is passed upon devils, 
and it is as good as passed upon such apostates as the Apostle describes in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews; but the mass of mankind are still probationers, and are appointed to be judged 
according to their works, whether good or evil. We deny, then, first, that they are, in any 
case, left without the power of willing good; and we deny it on the authority of Scripture. 
For, in no sense, can * life and death be set beforé us,” in order that we may “choose life,” if 
man is wholly derelict by the grace of God, and if he remains under his natural, and, but for 
the grace of God given to all mankind, his invincible inclination to evil. For if this be the 
natural state of mankind, and if to a part of them that remedial grace is denied, then is not 
“tire” set before them as an object of “ choice ;” and if to.another part that grace is so given, 
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_ that it irresistibly and constantly works so as to compel the will to choose predetermined and 
“absolutely appointed acts, no “death” is set before them as an object.of choice. If, therefore, 
according to the Scriptures, both life and death are set before men, then have they power to 
choose or refuse either, which is conclusive, on the one hand, against the doctrine of the total 
dereliction of the reprobate, and on the other, against the unfrustrable operation of grace upon 
the elect. So, also, when our Lord says, “I woutp have gathered you as a hen gathereth 
her chickens under her wings, and ye WouLp not,” the notion that men who finally perish 
have no power of willing that which is good, is totally disproved. The blame is manifestly, 
and beyond all the arts of cavilling criticism, laid upon their not WILLING IN A CONTRARY 
MANNER, which would be false upon the Calvinistic hypothesis. ‘I would not, and ye coup 
not,” ought, in that case, to have been the reading ; since they are bound to one determina- 
tion only, either by the external or internal influence of another, or ‘by a natural. and 
involuntary disease of the will, for which no remedy was ever provided. 

Thus it is decided by the word of Gop itself, that men who perish might have “chosen 
life.” It is confirmed, also, by natural reason; for it is most egregiously to trifle with the 
common sense of mankind to call that a righteous procedure in God which would by all men 
be condemned as a monstrous act of tyranny and oppression in a human judge, namely, to 

nish capitally, as for a personal offence, those who never could wil} or act otherwise, being 
impelled by an invincible and incurable natural impulse over which they never had any 
control. Nor is the case at all amended by the quibble that they act willingly, that is, with 
consent of the will; for since the will is under a natural and irresistible power to incline 
only one way, obedience is full as much out of their power by this state of the will, which 
they did not bring upon themselves, as if they were restrained from all obedience to the law — 
of God by an external and irresistible impulse always acting upon them. ; 

The case thus kept upon the basis of plain Seripture, and the natural reason of mankind, | 
stands, as we have said, clear of all metaphysical subtleties, and cannot be’subjected to their 
determination; but as attempts have been made to establish the doctrine of necessity, from 
the actual phenomena of the human will, we may glance, also, at this philosophic attempt to. 
give plausibility to the predestinarian hypothesis. Fe ae 

The philosophic doctrine is, that the will is swayed by motives; that motives arise from 
circumstances ; that circumstances are ordered by a power above us, and beyond our control; 
and that, therefore, our volitions necessarily follow an order and chain of events appointed 
and decreed by infinite wisdom. President Edwards, in his well known work on the Will, 
applied this philosophy in aid of Calvinism ; and has been largely followed by the divines of 
that school. But who does not see that this attempt to find a refuge in the doctrine of 
philosophical necessity affords no shelter to the Calvinian system, when pressed either by 
Scripture or by arguments founded upon the acknowledged principles of justice? For what 
matters it, whether the will is obliged to one class of volitions by the immediate influence of 
God, or by the denial of his remedial influence, the doctrine of the elder Calvinists ; or that it 
is obliged to a certain class of volitions by motives which are irresistible in their operation, 
which result from an arrangement of circumstances ordered by God, and which we cannot 
control? ‘Take which theory you please you are involved in the same difficulties; for the 
result is, that men can neither will nor act otherwise than they do, being, in one case, inevi- 
tably disabled by an act of Gop, and in the other bound by a chain of events established by 
an almighty power. The advocates for this philosophic theory of the will must be content 
to take this conclusion, therefore, and reconcile it as they can with the Scriptures ; but they 
have the same task as their elder brethren of the same faith, and have made it no easier by 
their philosophy. } 

‘Tt is in vain, too, that they refer us to our own consciousness in proof of this theory, 
Nothing is more directly contradicted by what passes in every man’s mind ; and if we may take 
the terms human language has used on these subjects, as an indication of the general feelings 
of mankind, it is contradicted by the experience of all ages and countries. For if the will is 
thus absolutely dependent upon motives, and motives arise out of uncontrollable circumstances, 
for men to praise or to blame each other isa manifest absurdity ; and yet all languages abound 
in such terms, So, also, there can be no such thing as conscience, which, upon this scheme, 
1s a popular delusion which a better philosophy might have dispelled. For why do I blame 
or commend myself in my inward thoughts, any more than I censure or praise others, if I am, 
as to my choice, but the passive creature of motives and predetermined circumstances ? 

But the sophistry is easily detected. ‘The notion inculcated is, that motives influence the 
will just as an additional weight thrown into an even scale poises it and inclines the beam, 
‘This is the favourite metaphor of the necessitarians - yet, to make the comparison good, they 
ought to have first proved the will to be ag passive as the balance, or, in other words, they 
should have annihilated the distinction between mind and matter. But this necessary con- 
nection between motive and volition may be denied. For what are motives, as rightly 
understood here? Not physical causes, as a weight thrown into a scale; but reasons of 
choice, views and conceptions of things in the mind, which, themselves, do not work the will, 
asa machine; but in consideration of which, the mind itself wills and determines. But if the 
mind itself were obliged to determine by the strongest motive, as the beam is to incline by the 
heaviest weight, it would be obliged to determine always by the best reason ; for motive being 
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; ut a reason of action considered in the mind, then the best reason, being in the nature of 
_ things the strongest, must always predominate. But this is, plainly, contrary to fact and 

_ experience. If it were fot, all men would act reasonably, and none foolishly ; or, at least, 
~~ there would be no faults am 


ong them but those of the understandin. , none of the heart and 
affections. ‘The weakest reason, however, too generally succeeds when appetite and corrupt 
yt eae present; that is to say, the weakest motive. For if this be not allowed, we must 
say, that under the influence of appetite the weakest reason always appears the strongest, 
indie also false, in fact ; for then there would be no sins committed against judgment and 
~~ conviction, and that many of our'sins are of this description, our consciences painfully convict 
us. "That the mind wills and acts generally under the influence of motives, may, therefore, 
i be granted ; but that it is passive, and operated upon by them necessarily, is disproved by the 
fact of our often acting ee the weakest reason or motive, which is the character of all sins 
against.our judgment. Aer ge 

“But were we even to admit that “present reasons or motives operate irresistibly upon the 
will, the necessary connection between motive and volition would not be established ; unless 
‘it could be proved that we have no power to displace one motive by another, nor to control 
those circumstances from which motives flow. Yet, who will say that a person may not shun 
evil company, and fly from many temptations? Either this must be allowed, or else it must 
be a link in the necessary chain of events fixed by a superior power, that we should seek and 
not fly evil company ; and so the exhortations, “ when sinners entice thee consent thou not,” 
and “go not into the way of sinners,” are very impertinent, and only prove that Solomon was 
“no philosopher. But we are all conscious that we have the power to alter, and control, and 
3 avoid, the force of motives. If not, why does'a man resist the same temptation at one time, 
a and yield to it at another, without any visible change of the circumstances? He can also both 
change his circumstances by shyaning.evil company ; and fly the occasions of temptation ; 
and control that motive at one time to which he yields at another, under similar circumstances, 
Nay, he sometimes resists a powerful temptation, which is the same thing as resisting a 
powerful motive, and yields at another to a.fecble one, and is conscious that he does so: a 
sufficient proof that there is an irregularity and corruptness in the self-determining active 
power of the mind, independent of motive. Still, farther, the motive or reason for an action 
may be a bad one, and yet be prevalent for want of the presence of a better reason or motive 
to lead to a contrary choice and act; but, in how many instances is this the true cause why a 
better reason or stronger motive is not present, that we have lived thoughtless and vain lives, 
little considering the good or evil of things? And if so, then the thoughtless might have been 
more thoughtful, and the ignorant might have acquired better knowledge, and thereby have 
placed themselves under the influence of stronger and better motives. Thus this theory does 
not accord with the facts of our own consciousness, but contradicts them. It is, also, refuted 
___ by every part of the moral history of man; and it may be, therefore, concluded that those 
speculations on the human will, to which the predestinarian theory has driven its advocates, 
are equally opposed to the words of Scripture, to the philosophy of mind, to our observation 

of what passes in others, and to our own convictions, . : 

Our moral liberty manifestly consists in the united power of thinking and reasoning, and 
of choosing and acting upon such thinking and reasoning; so that the clearer our thought and 
conception is of what is fit and right, and the more constantly our choice is determined by it, 
the more nearly-we rise to the highest acts and exercises of this liberty. The best beings have, 
therefore, the highest degree of moral liberty, since no motive to will or act wrong is any thing 
else but a violation of this established and original coftnection between right reason, choice, 
and conduct ; and if any necessity bind the irrational motive upon the will, it is either the 
result of bad voluntary habit, for which we are accountable; or necessity of nature and cir- 
cumstances, for which we are not accountable, In the former case the actually influencing 
motive is evitable, and the theory of the necessitariansis disproved : in the latter it is confirmed ; 
but then man is neither responsible to his fellow man, nor to God. 

Certain notions as to the Divine Sovereienty have also been resorted to by Calvinists, in 
order to render that scheme plausible which cuts off the greater part of the human race from 
the hope of salvation, by the absolute decree of God. 

That the sovereignty of God is a Scriptural doctrine no one can deny ; but it does not follow, 
that the notions which men please to form of it should be received as Scriptural ; for religious 


errors consist not only in denying the doctrines of the word of God, but also in interpreting 
them fallaciously. 


The Calvinistic view of God’s sovereignty appears to be, 
because he wills it. So Calvin himself has stated the case, 
this view is repugnant to all worthy notions of an infinitely wise Being, so it has no countenance 
m Scripture. The doctrine which we are there taught is, that God’s sovereignty consists in 
his doing many things by virtue of his own supreme right and dominion; but that this right 
is under the direction of his “counsel” or “wisdom. The brightest act of sovereignty is that 
of creation, and one in which, if in any, mere will might seem to have the chief place; yet, even 
in this act, by which myriads of beings of diverse powers and capacities were produced, we 
are taught that all was done in “wisdom.” ‘Nor can it be said that the sovereignty of God in 
creation, is uncontrolled by either justice or goodness. If the final cause of creation had been 
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his doing what he wills, only 
as we have noticed above; but as 
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the misery of all sentient ereatures, and all its contrivances had tended to that end: if, for 


instance, every sight had been diseusting, every smell a stench, every sound a scream, and | 


every necessary function of life had been performéd. with pain, we must necessarily have 
referred the creation of such a world to a malignant being ; and, if we are obliged to think ig" 
impossible that a good being could have ere ed his almighty power with the direct.inten- 
tion to inflict misery, we then concede that | Bets of sovereignty are, by the very perfection — 
of his nature, under the direction of his goodness, as to all creatures potentially existing, or: 
actually existing while still innocent. Nor can we think it borne out by Scripture; or by the — 
reasonable notions of mankind, that the exercise of God?s sovereignty in the creation of = 
is te from any respect to justice, a quality of the Divine nature, which is nothing but his 
essential rectitude in exercise. " It is true, that as existence, under all circumstances in which 
to exist is better upon the whole than not to exist, leaves the creature no claim to have been 
otherwise than it is made; and that God has a sovereign right to make one being an arch- 
angel and another an insect; so that “the thing formed” may not say “to him that formed it, 
why hast thou made me thus?” It could deserve nothing before creation, its being not having 
commenced ; all that it is, and has, (its existent, state being better than non-existence,) is, 
therefore, a boon conferred; and, in matters of grace, no axiom can be more clear, than that 
he who gratuitously bestows has the right “to-do what he will with his own.” But every 
creature having been formed without any-.consent of its own, if it be innocent of offence, either 


from the rectitude of its nature, or from a natural incapacity of offending, as not being amoral ~ 
agent, appears to have a elaim, in natural right, upon exemption from such pains and sufferings, = 


as would render existence a worse condition than never to have been called out of nothing. For, 
as a benevolent being, which God is acknowledged to be, cannot make a creature with such 
an intention and contrivance, that, by its very constitution, it must necessarily be wholly 
miserable; and we see in this, that his sovereignty is regulated by his goodness as to the 
commencement of the existence of sentient creatures ; so, from the moment they begin to be, 
the government of God over them commences; and sovereignty in government necessarily 
grounds itself upon the principles of equity and justice, and “the Judge of the whole earth’? 
must and will “do right.” 

This is the manifest doctrine of Scripture; for, although Almighty God often gives “no 
account of his matters,” nor, in some instances, admits us to know how he is both just and 
gracious in his administration, yet are we referred constantly to those general dedlarations of 
his own word, which assure us that he is so, that we may “walk by faith,” and wait for that 
period, when, after the faith and patience of good men have been sufficiently tried, the mani- 
festation of these facts shall take Fiace to our comfort and to his glory. In many respects, so 
far as we are concerned, we see no other reason for his proceedings, than that he so wills to 
act. But the error into which our brethren often fall, is to conclude, from their want of informa- 
tion in such cases, that Gon acts merely because he wills so to act; that because he gives not 
those reasons for his conduct which we have no right to demand, that he acts without an 
reasons at all; and because we are not admitted to the secrets of his council chamber, that his 
government is perfectly arbitrary, and that the main spring of his leading dispensations is to 
make a show of power: a conclusion which implies a most unworthy notion of God, which 
he has himself contradicted in the most explicit manner. Even his most mysterious proceed- 
ings are called “judgments ;” and he is said to work all things “according to the counsel of his. 
own will,” a collation of words, which sufficiently show that not blind will, but will subject to 
“counsel,” is that SovEREIGN WiLL which governs the world. 

“Whenever, therefore, God acts asa governor, as a rewarder, or punisher, he no longer acts 
as a mere sovereign, by his own sole will and pleasure, but as an Impartial judge, euided in 
all things by invariable justice. 

“Yet it is true, that, in some cases, mercy rejoices over justice, although severity never does, 
God may reward more, but he will never punish more than strict justice requires. It may be 
allowed, that God acts as sovereign in convincing some souls of sin, arresting them in, their 
mad career by his resistless power. It seems also, that, at the moment ofiour conversion, lie 
acts irresistibly. There may likewise be many irresistible touches in the course of our Chris 
tian warfare; but still, as St. Paul might have been either obedient or ‘disobedient to the 
heavenly vision,’ so every individual may, after all that God has done, either improve his grace, 
or make it of none effect, 

‘Whatever, therefore, it has pleased God to do, of his sovereign pleasure, as Creator of 
heaven and earth; and. whatever his merey may do on particular occasions, over and above 
what justice requires, the general rule stands firm as the pillars of heaven. ‘The Judge of all 
the earth will do right: ‘he will judge the world in righteousness,’ and every man therein, 
according to the strictest justice. “He will punish no man for doing any thing which he could 
not possibly avoid; neither for omitting any thing which he could not possibly do. Every 
punishment supposes the offender might have avoided the offence for which he is punished, 
otherwise to punish him would be palpably unjust, and inconsistent with the character of God 
our governor.” (8) : re 

"The case of HEATHEN NATIONS has sometimes been referred to by Calvinists, as presenting: 


* 


(8) Wesley's Works, vol. vi, p. 186. 
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equal difficulties to those urged against ‘their scheme of election and reprobation. But the 
eases are not at all parajlel, nor can they be made so, unless it could be proved that Heathens, 
as such, are inevitably excluded from the kingdom of heaven ; which is not, as some of them 
seem to suppose, a conceded point. Those, indeed, if there be any sueh, who, believing in the 
universalredemption of mankind, should allow this, would be most inconsistent with themselves, 
and give up many of those principles on which they successfully contend against the doctrine 
of absolute reprobation; but the argument lies in small compass, and is to be determined by 
the word of God, and not by the speculations of men, The actual state of Pagan nations is 
affectingly bad; butnothing can be deduced from what they are in fact against their salvability ; 
for although there is no ground to hope for the salvation of great numbers of. them, actual 
salvation is one thing, and possible salvation is another. Nor does it affect this question, if 
we see not how Heathens may be saved; that is, by what means repentance, and faith, 
and righteousness, should be in any such degree wrought in them, as that they shall become 
acceptable to God. ‘The dispensation of religion under which all those nations are to whom 
the Gospel has never been sent, continues to be the patriarchal dispensation. That men were 
saved under that in former times we know, and at what point, if any, a religion becomes so 
far corrupted, and truth so far extinct, as to leave no means of salvation to men, nothing to call 
forth a true faith in principle, and obedience to what remains known or knowable of the original 
law, no one has the right to determine, unless he can adduce some authority from Scripture. 
That authority is certainly not available to the conclusion, that, in point of fact, the means of 
salvation are utterly withdrawn from Heathens. We may say that.a murderous, adulterous, 
and idolatrous Heathen will be shut out from the kingdom of heaven; we must say this, on 
the express exclusion of all such characters from future blessedness by the word of God; but 
it would be little to the purpose to say, that, as far as we know, all of them are wicked and 
idolatrous. As far as we know they may, but we do not know the whole case; and, were 
these charges universally true, yet the question is not what the Heathen are, but what they 
have the means of becoming. We indeed know that all are not equally vicious, nay, that some 
virtuous Heathens have been found in all ages; and some earnest and anxious inquirers after 
truth, dissatisfied with the notions prevalent in their own countries respectively ; and what 
these few were, the rest might have been likewise. But, if we knew no such instances of 
superior virtue and eager desire of religious information among them, the true question, “what 
degree of truth is, after all, attainable by them?” would still remain a question which must 
be determined not so much by our knowledge of facts which may be very obscure; but such 
principles and general declarations as we find applicable to the case in the word of Gop. 

If all knowledge of right and wrong, and all gracious influence of the Holy Spirit, and all 
objects of faith, have passed away from the Heathen, through the fault of their ancestors “not 
liking to retain God in their knowledge,” and without the present race having beer parties to 
this wilful abandonment of truth, then they would appear no longer to be accountable crea- 
tures, being neither under lav nor under grace; but, as we find it a doctrine of Scripture that 
all men are responsible to Gop, and that the “whole world” will be judged at the last day, we 
are bound to admit the accountability of all, and with that, the remains of law and the exist- 
ence of a merciful government toward the Heathen on the part of Gop. With this the doctrine 
of St. Paul accords. No one can take stronger views of the actual danger and the corrupt state 
of the Gentiles than he; yet he affirms that the Divine law had not perished wholly from 
among them; that though they had received no revealed law, yet they had a law “written 
on their hearts ;” meaning, no doubt, the traditionagy law, the equity of which their con- 
sciences attested; and, farther, that though they had not the written law, yet, that “by 
nature,” that is, “without an outward rule, though this, also, strictly speaking, is by pre- 
venting grace,” (9) they were capable of doing all the things contained in the law. He affirms, 
too, that all such Gentiles as were thus obedient, should be justified, in the day when God 
shall judge the secrets of men, by Jesus Christ, according to his Gospel.” The possible 
obedience and the possible “ justification” of Heathens who have no written revelation, are 
points, therefore, distinctly affirmed by the Apostle in his discourse in the second chapter of 
the Epistle to the Romans, and the whole matter of God’s sovereignty, as to the Heathen, is 


reduced, not to the leaving of any portion of our race without the means of salvation, and then ’ 


punishing them for sins which they have no means of avoiding; but to the fact of his having 
given superior advantages to us, and inferior ones only to them; a proceeding which we see 
exemplified in the most enlightened of Christian nations every day; for neither every part of 
the same nation is equally favoured with the means of grace, nor are all the families living in 
the same town and neighbourhood equally circumstanced as to means of religious influence 
and improvement. The principle of this inequality is, however, far different from that on 
which Calvinistic reprobation is sustained; since it involves no inevitable exclusion of any 
individual from the kingdom of Gop, and because the general principle of God’s administration 
in such eases is elsewhere laid down to be, the requiring of much where much is given, and the 
requiring of little where little is given :—a principle of the strictest equity. 

1 unguarded opinion as to Pea ane teste OF GRacE, and the passiveness of man in 
conversion, has also been assumed, and made to give an air of plausibility to the predestinarian 


_ (9) Wesley’s Notes, in loc. 
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scheme. It is argued, if our salvation is of God and not of ourselves, then those only can be 
saved to whom God gives the grace of convérsion 3 and the rest, not having this grace afforded — 
them, are, by the inscrutable counsel of God, passed by, and reprobated. 

This is an argument a posteriori ; from the assumed passiveness of man in conversion to the ~ 
election of a part only of mankind to life. The argument @ prior? is from partial election to life. 
to the doctrine ofvirresistible grace, as the means by which the Divine decree is carried inte 
effect. The doctrine of such an election has already been refuted, and it will be easy to show 
that it derives no support from the assumption that grace must work irresistibly in man, in 
order that the honour of our salvation may be secured to God, which is the plausible dress in 
which the doctrine is generally presented. “ia ’ 

It is allowed, and all Seriptural advocates of the universal redemption of mankind will join 
with the Calvinists in maintaining the doctrine, that every disposition and inclination to good 
which originally existed in the nature of man is lost by the fall; that all men, in their simply 
natural state, are “dead in trespasses and sins,” and ‘have neither the will nor the power to” 
turn to God; and that no one is sufficient of himself to think or do any thing of a saving 
tendency. But, as all men are required to do those things which have a saving tendency, we 
contend, that the grace to do them has been bestowed upon all. Equally sacred is the doctrine 
to be held, that no person can repent or truly believe except under the influence of the S pirit 
of Gop; and that we have no ground of boasting in ourselves, but that all the glory of our 
salvation, commenced and consummated, is to be given to God alone, as the result of the 
freeness and riches of his grace. 5 

It will also be freely allowed, that the visitations of the gracious influences of the Holy 
Spirit are vouchsafed in the first instance, and in numberless other subsequent cases, quite 
independent of our seeking them or desire for them ; and that when our thoughts are thus 
turned to serious considerations, and various exciting and quickening feelings are produced 
within us, we are often wholly passive ; and also, that men are sometimes suddenly and irre- 
sistibly awakened to a sense of their guilt and danger by the Spirit of God, either through the 
preaching of the word instrumentally, or through other means, and sometimes, even, inde- 
pendent of any external means at all; and are thus constrained to cry out, “ What must I do 
to be saved?” All this is confirmed by plain verity of Holy Writ; and is, also, as certain a 
matter of experience as that the motions of the Holy Spirit do often silently intermingle them- 
selves with our thoughts, reasonings, and consciences, and breathe their milder persuasions 
upon our affections, 

From these premises the conclusions which legitimately flow, are in direct opposition to the 
Calvinistic hypothesis. They establish, x 

1. The justice of God in the condemnation of men, which their doctrine leaves under a dark 
and impenetrable cloud. More or less of these influences from on high visit the finally impe- 
nitent, so as to render their destruction their own act by resisting them. This is proved, from 
the “Spirit” having “strove” with those who were finally destroyed by the flood of Noah; 
from the case of the finally impenitent Jews and their ancestors, who are charged with “always 
resisting the Holy Ghost,” from the case of the apostates mentioned in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, who are said to have done “despite to the Spirit of grace;” and from the solemn 
warnings given to men in the New Testament, not.to “grieve” and “quench” the Holy Spirit. 
If, therefore, it appears that the destruction of men is attributed to their resistance of those 
influences of the Holy Spirit, which, but for that resistance, would have been saving, accord- 
ing to the design of God in imparting them, then is the justice of Gop manifested in their 
punishment; and it follows, also, that his grace so works in men, as to be both sufficient to 
fead them into a state of salvation, and even actually to place them in this state, and yet so as 
to be capable of being finally and fatally frustrated. 

2. These premises, also, secure the glory of our salvation to the grace of God; but not by 
implying the Calvinistic notion of the continued and uninterrupted irresistibility of the influence 
of grace and the passiveness of man, so as to deprive him of his agency ; but by showing that 
his agency, even when rightly directed, is upheld andinfluenced by the superior power of Gon, 
and yet so as to be still his own. For, in the instance of the mightiest visitation we can pro- 
duce from Scripture, that of St. Paul, we sce where the irresistible influence terminated, and 
where his own agency recommenced. Under the impulse of the conviction struck into his 
mind, as well as under the dazzling brightness which fell upon his eyes, he was passive, and 
the effect produced for the time necessardy followed ; but all the actions consequent upon this 
were the results of deliberation and personal choice, He submits to be taught in the doctrine 
of Christ; “he confers not with flesh and blood >” “he is not disobedient to the heavenly 
vision ;” “he faints not” under the burdensome ministry he had received; and he “keeps his 
body under subjection, lest, after haying preached to others, he should himself become a cast- 
away.” All these expressions, so descriptive of consideration and choice, show that the 
irresistible impulse was not permanent, and that he was subsequently left to improve it or 
not, though under a powerful but still aresistible motive operating upon him to remain faithful. 

For the gentler emotions produced by the Spirit, these are, as the experience of all Chris- 
tians testifies, the ordinary and general manner in which the Holy Spirit carries on his work 
in man; and, if all good desires, resolves, and aspirations, are from him, and not from our own 
nature, (and, if we are utterly fallen, from our own nature they cannot be,) then if any man is 
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better feelings, he has jn himself abundant proof of the resistibility of grace, and of the supera- 
bility of those good ine inations;which the Spirit is pleased to impart, He is equally conscious ~ 
of the power of complying with them, though still in the strength of grace, which yet, while 
it works in him “to will and to do,” neither wills nor acts for him, nor even by him, as a 
passive instrument, For if men were wholly and at all times passiye under, Divine vfluence ; 
not merely in the reception of it, for all are, in that respect, passive ; but in the actings of it to 
practical ends, then would there be nothing to mark the difference between the righteous and 
the wicked but an act of God, which is utterly irreconcilable to the Scriptures. They call the 
former “obedient,” the latter “disobedient ;” one “ willing,” the other “unwilling ;” ang pro- 
» mise or threaten accordingly. They attribute the destruction of the one to their refusal of the 
race of God, and the salvation of the other, as the instrumental cause, to their acceptance of 
it; and to urge that that personal act by w ich we receive the grace of Christ, detracts from 
his glory as our Saviour by attributing our salvation to ourselves, is to speak as absurdly as if 
we should say that the act of obedience and faith required of the man. who was commanded 
to stretch out his withered arm, detracted from the glory of Christ’s healing virtue, by which, 
indeed, the power of complying with the command, and the condition of his being healed, 
was imparted. se, ies tae : 
It is by such reasonings, made plausible to many minds, by an affectation of metaphysical 
depth and subtilty, or by pretensions of magnifying the sovereignty and grace of God (often, 
we doubt not, very sincere,) that the theory of election and reprobation, as held ry the follow- 
ers of Calvin with some shades of difference, but in all substantially the same, has had cur- 
rency given to it in the Church of Christ in these latter ages. How unsound and how contrary 
to the Scriptures they are, may appear from that brief refutation of them just given; but [ 
repeat what was said above, that we are never to forget that this system has generally had 
interwoven with it many of the most vital points of Christianity. It is this which has kept it 
in existence; for otherwise it had never, probably, held itself up against the opposing evidence 
of so many plain scriptures, and that sense of the benevolence and equity of God, which his 
own revelations, as well as natural reason, has riveted in the convictions of mankind. In one 
respect the Calvinistic and the Socinian schemes have tacitly confessed’ the evidence of the 
word of God. to‘be against them. The latter has shrunk from. the letter and common sense 
interpretation of Scripture within the clouds raised by a licentious criticism ; the other has 
chosen rather to find refuge in the mists of metaphysical theories. Nothing is, however, here 
meant by this juxtaposition of theories, so contrary to each other, but that both thus confess, 
that the prima facie evidence afforded by the word of God is not in their favour. If we intended 
more by thus naming oh the same page systems so opposite, one of which, with all its faults, 
contains all that truth by which men may be saved, while the other excludes it, “we should 
offend against the generation of the children of Gop,” : : 
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Havine ‘endeavoured -to establish the doctrine of the universal redemption of the human _ 
_ race, the enumeration of the leading blessings which flow from it may now be resumed, We — 

have already spoken of justification, adoption, regeneration, and the witness of the Holy Spirit, 
and we procced to another as distinctly marked, and as graciously promised in the Holy — 
Scriptures: this is the ENTIRE sANCTIFICATION, or the perfected notiness of believers ; and 
as this doctrine, in some of its respects, has been the subject of controversy, the Scriptural _ 
evidence of it must be appealed to and examined. Happily for us, a subject of so great ~ 
importance is not involved in obscurity. - E 

That a distinction exists between a regenerate state and a state of entire and - erfect 
holiness will be generally allowed. Regeneration, we have seen, is concomitant with justifi- 
cation ; but the Apostles, in addressing the body of believers in the churches to whom they wrote 
their epistles, set before them, both in the prayers they offer in their behalf, and in the exhorta- 
tions they administer, a still higher degree of deliverance from sin, as well as a higher growth in 
Christian virtues. Two passages only need be quoted to prove this. 1 Thess. v, 23, “ And the « 
very Giod of peace sanctify you wholly, and f pray God your whole spirit and soul and body — 
be preserved blameless unto the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 2 Cor. vii, 1, “Having © 
these promises, dearly beloved, let. us cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh and spirit, 
perfecting holiness in the fear of God.” In both these passages deliverance from sin is the _ 
subject spoken of ; and the prayer in one instance, and the exhortation in the other, goes to the 
extent of the entire sanctification of “«he soul” and “spirit,” as well as of the “flesh” or “ body,” 
from all sin ; by which can only be meant our cornplete deliverance from all spiritual pollution, — 
all inward depravation of the heart, as well as that which, expressing itself outwardly by the ~ 
indulgence of the senses, is called “ filthiness of the flesh.” ; 

The attainableness of such a state is not so much a matter of debate among Christians as~ 
the time when we are authorized to expect it. For as it is an axiom of Christian doctrine, that _ 
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” and is equally clear that if we would “ be = 


~ found of him in peace,” we must be found “ without spot, and blameless ;” and that the church 


will be presented by Christ to the 


Father without “fault ;? so it must be concluded, unless, 


on the one hand, we greatly pervert the sense of these passages, or, on the other, admit the 


_, doctrine of purgatory, or some intermediate purifying institution, that the entire sanctification \ 


__ of the soul, and its complete renewal in’ holiness, must take place in this world. - ; 
While. this is generally acknowledged, however, among spiritual Christians, it has been, 


~ warily contend 7 many, that 
“only ed rare t eee # 


the final stroke which destroys our natural corruption, is 


the’soul, when separated from’ the body, and norte is 


capable of that immaculate purity which these passages, doubtless, exhibit to our hope. _ 
___If this view can be refuted, thep it must follow, unless a purgatory of some description be 
allowed death, that 1) € entire. sanctification of believers: at any time. previous to their 
issolution, and in the full sense of the 


To the « 
i : 


se evangeli¢ promises, is attainable. 


inion in question, then, there appear to be the following fatal objections : 


- That we no where find the promises of entire sanctification restricted to the article of 
death, either expressly, or in fair inference from any passage of Holy Scripture. 
~ 2. "That we no where find the circumstance of the soul’s union with the body represented ag 
anecessary obstacle to its entire sanctification.’ - f 

“The principal passage which has been urged in proof of this from the New Testament, is 


> 


that part of the seventh chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, in which St.Paul, speaking in 
the first person. the bondage of the flesh, has been supposed to describe his State, as a 


believer in Chri 
supposed case, given for the sake 
much more probable, he is clearly 


B 


genetic he speaks of himself, or describes the state of others in a 
r 


3 


of more vivid representation ,in the first person, which is 
speaking of a person who had once sought justification by 


the works of the law, but who was then convinced, by the force of a tat apprehension of 
é the extent of the acquirements of that law, and by constant, failures in his attempts to keep it 
' perfectly, that he was in bondage to his corrupt nature, and could only be delivered from 


this thraldom by the interposition 


ofanother. F'or, not to urge that his strong expressions of 


being “ carnal,” “sold under sin,” and doing always. “the things which he would not,” are 
utterly inconsistent with that moral state of believers in Christ which he describes in the next 


chapter ; and, especially, that he 


there declares that such as are in Christ. Jesus “walk not 


after the flesh, but after the Spirit ;” the seventh chapter itself contains decisive evidence 


against the inference which the ad 


vocates of the necessary continuance of sin till death have 


drawn from it. The Apostle declares the person whose case he describes, to be under the law, 
and not ina aigeot dehverance by Christ ; and then he represents him not only as despair- 


ing of self-delive 


, and as praying for the interposition of a sufficiently powerful deliverer, 


but as thanking God that the very deliverance for which he groans is appointed to be admin. 
istered to him by Jesus Christ. “Who shall deliver me from the body of this death? I thank 
Gop through Jesus Christ our Lord.” eee 

This is, also, so fully confirmed by what the Apostle had said in the preceding chapter, 
where he unquestionably describes the moral state of true believers, that nothing is more 
surprising than that so perverted a comment upon the seventh chapter, as that to which we 
have adverted, should have been adopted or persevered in.’ “What shall we say then? Shall 
‘we continue in sin; that grace may abound? God forbid! How shall we, who are dead to 


sin, live any longer therem ? Kno 


w ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus 


Christ, we _ baptized into his death? 17 herefore we are buried with him by baptism into 
death: that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we 
also should walk-in newness of life. . For if we have been planted together in the likeness 
of his death, we shall be also in the likeness of his resurrection ; knowing this, that ovr o1p 
aN is crucified with him, rHar THE BODY OF SIN MIGHT BE DESTROYED, that henceforth we 
should not serve sin; for he that is dead 1s FREED FROM SIN.” So clearly does the Apostle 
show. that he who is Bounp to the “body of death,” as mentioned in the seventh chapter, is 


~ not in 
# is somewhat singular, that the 


in the state of a believer ; and that he who has a true faith in Christ, “is rreep from sin.” 


divines of the Calvinistic school should be almost uniformly 


the zealous advocates of the doctrine of the continuance of indwelling sin till death; but it is 
but justice to say, that several of them have as zealously denied that the Apostle, in the 
seventh chapter of the Romans, describes the state of one who is justified by faith in Christ, 
and very properly consider the case there spoken of as that of one struggling in LEGAL 
pondage, and brought to that point of self-despair and of conviction of sin and helplessness 
which must always precede an entire trust in the merits of Christ’s death, and the power of 


_ his salvation. ; 
3. The doctrine before us is dis 


proved by those passages of Scripture which connect our 


entire sanctification with subsequent habits and acts, to be exhibited in the conduct of 
believers before death. So in the quotation from Rom. vi, just given,—“ knowing this, that 
the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin.” So the exhorta- 
tion In 2 Cor. vii, 1, also given above, refers to the present life, and not to the future hour of 


our dissolution; and in 1 Thess. v. 


» 23, the Apostle first. prays for the entite sanctification of 


the ‘Thessalonians, and then for their preservation in that hallowed state, “unto the coming of 


_our Lord Jesus Christ.” 
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ane: It is dis roved, also, by all those passages which require us to bring forth those graces an 
-_-¥irtues sehich are usually called the fruits of the Spirit. ‘That these are to be produced during” 


/ " our life, and to be displayed in our spirit and conduct, cannot be doubted ; and we may then ask 
> - whether they are required of usin perfection and maturity? If so, in this degree of maturity 
nu and perfection, they necessarily suppose the entire sanctification of the soul from the opposite 


and antagonist evils. Meekness in its perfection supposes the extinction of all sinful anger ; 
perfect love to God, supposes that no affection remains contrary to it; and so of every other 
perfect internal virtue. The inquiry, then, is reduced to this, whether these graces, in such 
perfection as to exclude the opposite corruptions of the heart, are of possible attainment. If 
they are not, then we cannot love God with our whole hearts; then we must be sometimes sin+ 
‘e fully angry ; and how, in that case, are we to interpret that penfectness in these graces which Gop 
hath required of us, and promised to us in the Gospel? For if the perfection meant (and let 

it be observed that this is a Scriptural term, and must-mean something) be so comparative aa 
that we may be sometimes sinfully angry, and may soniatamegadiririe our hearts between God 
* and the creature, we may apply the spite comparative sense of the term to good words and to 
good works, as well as to good affections. ‘Thus when the Apostle prays for the Hebrews, 
Now the God of peace that brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus, that great 
Shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant, make you perfect in 
. “every good work, to do his will,” we must understand this perfection of evangelical good works 
- so that it shall sometimes give place to opposite evil works, just as good affeetions must 
necessarily sometimes give place to the opposite bad affections. This view ean scarcely be 
soberly entertained by any enlightened Christian; and it must, therefore, be concluded, that 
the standard of our attainable Christian perfection, as to the affections, is a love of God so 
ah perfect as to “rule the heart” and exclude all rivalry, and a meekness so perfect as to cast out 
-all sinful anger and prevent its return; and that as to good works the rule is, that we shall be 
so “perfect in every good work,” as to “do the will of God” habitually, fully, and constantly. 

If we fix the standard lower we let in a license totally inconsistent with that Christian 

purity which is allowed by all to be attainable, and we make every man himself his own 

interpreter of that comparative perfection which is often contended for as that only which is 
attainable, = | eS ae ae 

_ _ Some, it is true, admit the extent of the promises and the requirements of the Gospel as we 

“have stated them ; but they contend, that this is the mark at which we are to aim, the standard 

toward which we are to aspire, though neither is attainable fully till death. But this view 

cannot be true as applied to sanctification or deliverance from all inward and outward sin. 

That the degree of every virtue implanted by grace isnot limited, but advances and grows in 

the living Christian throughout life, may be granted; and through eternity also: but to say 

that these virtues are not attainable, through the work of the Spirit, in that degree which shall. 
destroy all opposite vice, is to say, that God, under the Gospel, requires us to be what we 
cannot be, either through want of efficacy in his grace, or from some defect in its administration ; 
neither of which has any countenance.from Scripture, nor is at. all consistent with the terms 
“in which the promises and exhortations of the Gospel are expressed. It is also contradicted 
by our own consciousness, which charges our criminal neglects and failures upon ourselves, 
and not upon the grace of God, as though it were insufficient. Either the consciences of good 
men have in all ages been delusive and over scrupulous; or this doctrine of the necessary, 

though occasional, dominion of sin over us is false. 

5. "The doctrine of the necessary indwelling of sin in the soul till death-involves other anti- 
scriptural consequences. It supposes that the seat o€ sin is in the flesh, and thus harmonizes 
with the Pagan philosophy, which attributed all evil to matter. ‘The doctrine of the Bible, on 
the contrary, is, that the seat of sin is in the soul; and it makes it one of the proofs of the fall 
and corruption of our spiritual nature, that we are in bondage to the appétites and motions of 
the flesh. Nor does the theory which places the necessity of sinning m the connection of the 
soul with the body account for the whole moral case of man. There are sins, as pride, covet- 
ousness, malice, and others, which are wholly spiritual; and yet no exception is made in this 
doctrine of the necessary continuance of sin till death as to them. There is, surely, no need 
to wait for the separation of the soul from the body in order to be saved from evils which are 
the sole offspring of the spirit; and yet these are made as inevitable as the sins which more 
immediately connect themselves with the excitements of the animal nature. ; 

This doctrine supposes, too, that the flesh must necessarily not only lust against the Spirit, 
but in no small degree, and on many occasions, be the conqueror: whereas, we are commanded 
to “morlify the deeds of the body ;” to “crucify,” that is, to put to death, “the flesh ;” “to pué 
off the old man,” which, in its full meaning, must import separation from sin in fact, as well 
as the renunciation of it n will; and “to put on the new man.” Final , the Apostle expressly 
States, that though the flesh stands victoriously opposed to legal enctifcatinn it is not insuper= 
able by evangelical holiness. —“ For what the law could not do iia that ‘ p 


; : 2G , it was weak through the 
Jlesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin fi the 


flesh; that. the righteousness of the law micht be Sulfilled i ‘ ; 
1g of th S , ed in us, who walk not after the flesh 
but after the Spirit,” Rom. viii, 3, 4. So inconsistent with the declarations and. promises of 


the Gospel is the notion that, so long as we are in the body, “the flesh” nm sit 
have at least the occasional dominion. ok ey Sa Bis 
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_ We conclude, therefore, as to the time of our complete sanctification ; or, to use’ the phrase” 

_ of the Apostle Paul, “the destruction of the body of sin;” that it can neither be referred to 
the hour of death, nor placed subsequently to this present life. ‘The attainment of perfect 
freedom from sin is one to which believers are called during the present life; and is necessary 
to that completeness of “holiness,” and of those active and passive graces of Christianity by * 
which they are called to glorify God in this ‘world, and to edify mankind. ; 

__ Not only the time, but the manner also, of our sanctification has heen matter of controversy : 

Some cuntending that all attainable degrees of it are acquired by the process of gradual morti- 
fication and the acquisition of holy habits; others alleging it to be instantaneous, and the fruit 
of an act of faith in the Divine promises. 7 . i a 2) 

That the regeneration which accompanies justification is a large approach to this state of = 
perfected holiness; and that all dying to sin, and all growth in grace, advai ces US nearer to. ie xy 
this point of entire sanctity, is so obvious, that on these points there can be no reasonable © 
dispute. But they are not at all inconsistent with amore instantaneous work, when, the depth 
of our natural depravity being more painfully felt, we plead in faith the accomplishment of the : 
— of Gop. The great question to be settled is, whether the deliverance sighed after a 

‘held out to us in these promises as a present blessing? And, from what has been already as 
said, there appears no ground to doubt this ; since no small violence would be offered to the 
passages of Scripture already quoted, as well as te many others, by the opposite opinion. All  — 
the promises of Gop which are not expressly, or from their order, referred to future time, are 
objects of present trust ; and their fulfilment now is made conditional only upon our faith. They 
cannot, therefore, be pleaded in our prayers, with an entire reliance upon the truth of God, rf 
vain. The general promise that we shall receive “all things whatsoever we ask in prayer, 
believing,” comprehends, of course, “all things” suited to our case which God hasengaged to 
bestow; and if the. renewal of our nature be included in the number, without any 
limitation of time, except that in which we ask it in faith, then to this faith shall the promises 

- of entire sanctification be given; which, in the nature of the case, supposes an instantaneous 
work immediately following upon our entire and unwavering faith. be 

The only plausible objections.made to this doctrine may be answered in few words. _ 

It has been urged, that this state of entire sanctification supposes future impeccability. 
Certainly not ; for if angels and our first parents fell when ima state of immaculate sanctit zs 
the rehovated man cannot be placed, by his“entire deliverance from inward sin, out ae 
reach of danger. ‘This remark, also, answers the-allegation, that we should thus be removed 
out of the reach of temptation; for the example of angels, and of the first man, who fell by 
temptation when in a state of native purity, proves that the absence of inward evil is not 
inconsistent with a state of probation ; and that this, in itself, is no guard against the attempts 

_and solicitations of evil. chet iat. t 

Tt has been objected, too, that this supposed state renders the atonement and intercession 
of Christ superfluous in future. “But the very contrary of this is manifest when the case of 
an evangelical renewal of the soul in ay ate ae is understood.” ‘This proceeds fromthe ~ 
grace of God in Christ, through the Holy Spirit, as the efficient cause ; it is received by faith is 
as the instrumental cause; and the state itself into which we are raised is maintained, not b ; 
inherent native power, but. by the continual presence and sanctifying influence of ‘the Holy 
Spirit himself, received and retained in answer to ceaseless prayer ; which prayer has respect 
solely to the merits of the death and intercession of Christ. : * gin ‘ 

It has been farther alleged, that a person delivered frora all inward and outward sin has no 
longer need to use the petitiow of the Lord’s prayer,—“ and. forgive us our trespasses ;” because 
he has no longer need of pardon. ‘To this we reply, 1. That it would be absurd to suppose 
that any person is placed under the necessity of “ trespassing,” in order that a general prayer 
designed for men ja mixed condition might retain its aptness to every particular case. 2. at, 
trespassing of every kind and degree is not supposed by this prayer to be continued, in 
order that it might be used always in the same import, or otherwise it might be pleaded against 
the renunciation of any trespass or transgression whatever. 3. That this petition is stil] 
relevant to the case of the entirely sanctified and the evangelically perfect, since neither the 

erfection of the first man nor that of angels is in question; that is, a perfection measured 

y the perfect law, which, in its obligations, contemplates all creatures as having sustained 
no injury by moral lapse, and admits, therefore, of no excuse from infirmities and mistakes of 
judgment; nor of any degree of obedience bolow that which beings created naturally perfect, 
were capable of rendering. There may, however, be an entire sanctification of a being ren- 
dered naturally weak and imperfect, and so liable to mistede and infirmity, as well as to defect in 
the degree of that absolute obedience and service which the law of God, never bent or lowered 
to human weakness, demands from all. These defects, and mistakes, and infirmities, may be 
quite consistent with the entire sanctification of the soul and the moral maturity of a. being 
still naturally infirm and imperfect. Still, farther, if this were not a sufficient answer, it may 
be remarked, that we are not. the ultimate judges of our own case as to our “ trespasses,” or 

our exemption from them; and we are not, therefore, to put ourselves into the place of God, 
“who is greater than our hearts.” So, although St. Paul says, “1 know nothing by myself,” 
this is, I am conscious of:no offence, he adds, “ yet am I not hereby justified; but he that 
judgeth me is the Lord:” to-whom, therefore, the appeal is every moment to be made through 
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Christ the Mediator, and who, by the renewed testimony of his Spirit, assures every true 
believer of his acceptance in his sight. delete - “i , 
Another benefit which accrues to all true believers, is the RIGHT TO PRAY, wit the special © 

assurance that they shall be heard in all things which are according to the will of God. “ And 
this is the confidence that we have in him, that, if we ask any thing according to his will, he 
heareth us.” It is under this gracious institution that all good men are constituted intercessors 
for others, even for the whole world ; and that God is pleased to order many of his dispensa- 
tions, both as to individuals and to nations, in reference to “ his elect who ery day and night 
unto him.” > 

- With respect to every real member of the body or Church of Christ, the PROVIDENCE of God 
; special; in other words, they are individually considered in the administration of the affairs 
of this life by the Sovereign Ruler, and their measure of good and of evil is appointed with 
constant reference to their advantage, either in this life or in eternity. “The hairs of their 
“head” are, therefore, said to be “numbered,” and “all things” are declared “to work together 


Ra good.” . 


¥ 
"To them also vicerorY OVER DEATH is awarded. They are freed from its fear in respect. of 


consequences in another state; for the apprehension of future punishment is removed by the 
remission of their sins, and the attestation of this to their minds by the Holy Spirit, while a 
patient resignation to the will of God, as to the measure of their bodily suffermgs, and the 
strong hopes and joyful anticipations of a better life cancel and subdue that horror of pain and 
dissolution which is natural toman. ‘Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh 
and blood, he also himself took part of the same ; that through death he might destroy him 
that had the power of death, that is, the devil; and deliver them who, through fear of death, 


were all their life time subject to bondage,” Heb. ii, 14, 15. 


‘THE IMMEDIATE RECEPTION OF THE SOUL INTO A STATE OF BLESSEDNESS after death, is 
also another of the glorious promises of the new covenant to all them that endure to the end, 
and “die in the Lord.” * 

This is so explicitly taught in the New Testament, that, but for the admission of a philo- 
sophical error, it would, probably, have never been doubted by any persons professing to 
recelye that book, as of Divine authority, Till, in recent times, the belief in the materiality 
‘of the human soul was chiefly confined to those who entirely rejected the Christian revelation ; 
but, when the Socinians adopted this notion, without wholly rejecting the Scriptures, it was 
‘promptly perceived that the doctrine of'an intermediate state, and the materiality of the soul, 
could not be maintained together; (1) and the most violent and disgraceful eriticisms and 
evasions have, therefore, by this class of interpreters been resorted to, in order to save a notion 
as unphilosophical as it is contrary to the word of God. Nothing can be more satisfactory 
than the observations of Dr. Campbell on this subject. 

_ “Many expressions of Scripture, in the natural and obvious sense, imply that an interme- 
diate and-separate state of the soul is actually to succeed death. Such are the words of the 
Lord to the penitent thief upon the cross, Luke xxiii, 43. Steéphen’s dying petition, Acts vii 
59. The comparisons which the Apostle Paul makes in different places, (2 Cor. v, 6, &e; Phil 
i, 21,) between the enjoyment which true Christians can attain by their continuance in this 
‘world, and that which they enter on at their departure out of it, and several other passages. 
Let the words referred to be read by any judicious person, either in the original or in the 
eommon translation, which is sufficiently exact for this purpose, and let him, setting aside all 
theory or system, say, candidly, whether they would not be understood, by the gross of man- 
kind, as presupposing that the soulmay and will existseparately from the body, and be suscepti- 
ble of happiness or misery im that state. If any thing could add to the native evidence of the 
expressions, it would be the unnatural meanings that are put upon them, in order to disguise 
that evidence. "What shall we say of the metaphysical distinction introduced for this purpose 
between absolute and relative time? The Apostle Paul, they are sensible, speaks of the 
saints as admitted to enjoyment in the presence of God, immediately after death. Now, to 
palliate the direct contradiction there is in this to their doctrine, that the vital principle, which 
is all they mean by the soul, remains extinguished between death and the resurrection, the 
remind us of the difference there is between absolute or real and relative or apparent time: 
They admit, that if the Apostle be understood as speaking of real time, what is said flatly — 
contradicts their system; but, say they, his words must be interpreted as spoken only of 
apparent time. He talks, indeed, of entering on a state of enjoyment immediately after death 
though there may be many thousands of years between the one and the other; for he means 
only, that when that state shall commence, however distant, in reality, the time may be, the 
person entering upon it-will not be sensible of that distance, and, consequently there will 
be to him an apparent coincidence with the moment of his death. But does the Apostle any 
where give @ hint that this is his meaning? or is it what any man would naturally discover - 

i d 


(1) A few divines, and but few, have also been found, who, still admitting the essential distinction between 
body and spirit, have thought that their separation by death incapacitated the soul for the ‘exercise of its 
powers. This suspension they call ‘the sleep of the soul”? With the Materialist death caises the entire 


annihilation, for the time, of the thinking property of matter, Both opinions are, however, refuted by the same 
Scriptural arguments, : : 
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from his words? That it is exceedingly remote from the common use of language, I believe 
hardly any of those, who favour this scheme, will be partial enough to deny. Did the sacred 
penmen then mean to put a cheat upon the world, and, by the help of an equivocal expres- 
sion, to flatter men with the hope of entering, the instant they expire, on a state of felicity, 
when, in fact, they knew that it would be many ages before it would take place? But were 
the hypothesis about the extinction of the mind between death and the resurrection well 
founded, the apparent coincidence they speak of is not.so clear as they seem to think it. For 
my part, I cannot regard it as an axiom, and I never heard of any. who attempted to demon- if 
strate it, ‘To me it appears merely a corollary from Mr. Locke’s doctrine, which derives our 
conceptions of time from the succession of our ideas, which, whether true or false, is a doctrine 
to be found only among certain philosophers, and which, we may reasonably believe never _ 
eame into the heads of those to whom the Gospel, in the Apostolic age, was announced. 
“T remark that even the curious equivocations (or, perhaps, more properly, mental reserva- 
tion) that has been devised for them, will not, in every case, save the credit of Apostolical 
veracity. The words of Paul to the Corinthians are, knowing that whilst we are at home in the _ 
body, we are absent from the Lord; again, we are willing rather to be absent from the body and 
esent with the Lord. Could such expressions have been used by him, if he had held it 
impossible to be with the Lord, or, indeed, any where, without the body; and that, whatever 
the change was which was made by death, he could not be in the presence of the Lord, till he a 
returned to the body? Absence from the body, and presence with the Lord, were never, ° 
therefore, more unfortunately combined than in this illustration. ‘Things are combined here 
as coincident, which, on the hypothesis of those gentlemen, are incompatible. If recourse be 
had to the original, the expressions in Greek are, if possible, still stronger. They are, 5 
evdnuovrtes ev Tw sopart, those who dwell in the body, who are exdnpevres ano te Kusts, at a distance 
from the Lord. As, on the contrary, they are 6: exdnpsvres sk re owparos, those who have travelled . 
out of the body, who are & evénusvres ms0s rev Kustov, those who reside, or are present with the Lord, 
In the passage to the Philippians, also, the commencement of his presence with the Lord is 
represented as coincident, not with his return to the body, but with his leaving it; with the 
dissolution, not with the restoration of the union. a ot ME: 
“From the tenor of the New Testament, the sacred writers appear to proceed on the sup- 
position that the soul and the body are naturally distinct and separable, and that the soul is 
susceptible of pain or pleasure in a state of separation. It were endless to enumerate all the 
places which evince this. The story of the rich man and Lazarus, Luke xvi, 22, 23. The last 
words of our Lord upon the cross, Luke xxiii, 46, and of Stephen, when dying. Paul’s doubts, 
whether he was in the body or out of the body, when he was fronslatgs to the third heaven 
and paradise, 2 Cor. xii, 2, 3, 4. Our Lord’s words to Thomas,.to satisfy him.that he was not __ 
a spirit, Luke xxiv, 39. And, to conclude, the express mention of the denial of spiritsasone —_ 
of the errors of the Sadducees. Acts xxiii, 8, For the Sadducees say there is no resurrection, 
neither angel nor spirit, pede ayysdov peds mvevpa. All these are irrefragable evidences of the 
general opinion on this subject of both Jews and Christians. By spirit, as distinguished from _ 
angel, is evidently meant the departed spirit of a human being; for, that man is here, before” 
his natural death, possessed of a vital and intelligent principle, which is commonly called his — 
soul or spirit, it was never pretended that they denied.” (2) bs, 
In.this intermediate, but felicitous and glorious state, the disembodied spirits of the righteous 
will remain in joy and felicity with Christ, until the general judgment ; when another display 
of the gracious effects of our redemption, by Christ, will appear in the glorious rREsURRECTION 
of their bodies to an tmmortadl life: thus distinguishing them from the wicked, whose resurrec- 
tion will be to “shame and everlasting contempt,” or, to what may be emphatically termed, an 
tmmortal death. 8 J i * : : 
On this subject no point of discussion, of any importance, arises among those who admit the 
truth of Scripture, except as to the way in which the doctrine of the resurrection of the body 
is to be understood ;—whether a resurrection of the substance of the body be meant, or of 
some minute and indestructible part of it. The latter theory has been adopted for the sake of 
avoiding certain supposed difficulties. It cannot, however, fail to strike every impartial reader 
‘of the New Testament, that the doctrine of the resurrection is there taught without any nice. 
distinctions, It is always exhibited as a miraculous work; and represents the same body 
which is laid in the grave as the subject of this change from death to life, by the power of 
Christ. Thus, our Lord was raised in the same body in which he died, and his resurrection 
is constantly held forth as the model of ours; and the Apostle Paul expressly says, ““ Who 
shall change our vile body, that it may be fashioned like unto his glorious body.” ‘The only 
passage of Scripture which appears to favour the notion of the rising of the ummortal body 
from some indestructible germ, is 1 Cor. xv, 35, &c, “But some man will say, How are the 
dead raised up, and with what body do they come? Thou fool, that which thou sowest is not 
quickened except it die ; and that which thou sowest, thou sowest not that body that shall be, 
but bare grain, it may chance of wheat, or of some other grain,” &c. If, however, it had been. 
‘the intention of the Apostle, holding this view of the case, to meet objections to the doctrine of 
the resurrection, grounded upon the difficulties of conceiving how the same body, in the popue 
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_ (2) Diss. vi, part 2. 
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The first of the two questions in the ge re to relates to the possibility of the 
resurrection, “ How are the dead raised up?® the second to the kind of bedy which they are to 
take, supposing the fact to be allowed. Both questions, however, imply a denial of the Ret, 
er, at least, express a strong doubt concerning it et is thus that wes, “ Aew,” in the first 
question, js taken in many passages where it is connected with a verb; (3}and the second 
qoeaan.any Seen ee eal 

ecto could not conceive of any i 
evil and imperfection to him. For the very reason why some of the Christians of that age 


ance men could: experi was to be eternally freed from their 

Hence the ee ARES sects in the Christian Church, the Gnosties, Marvioniteg &e, 
denied the resurrection, on the same ground as the philosophers, and thought it opposed te 
that perfection which they hoped to enjoy in another world. Such persons appear to have 
been in the Chureh of Gorinth as early as the time of St, Paul, for that in this chapter he 
answers the objections, not of Pagans, but of professing Christians, appears from verse 12, 
“ How say some ameng yeu, that there is no resurrection of the dead?" “The objection, there- 
fore, in the minds of these persons to the doctrine of the resurreetion, did not he ogeinst the 
Goctrine of the raising up of the substance ef the same body, so that, provided this notion 
eould be dispensed with, they were pre to admit, that a new material body might spring 
from its germ, as a plantdrom seed. They stumbled at the doetrine in every form, SV I 
involved the circumstance of the reunion of the spirit with matter, which they thought an end, 
When, therefore, the objector asks, “How are the dead raised up?* (4) he is te be under 
steod, not as Inquiring as to the process, but as to the possibility. The doubt may, indeed, 


© 8) Gen. xxxix, 9, Hes toreew, How shall —how ts it pesapilethat Tshould do.this great wickedness — 
“How, then, can I,” say our translators. Eixod. vi, 12, “ Behold, the children of Israel have not hearkened 
unto me; how, then, shall Pharaoh hear me P’—res secaxovesrat nee Gagae p—how Ish Miely, or pessity, 
that Pharaoh should hear me? See also verse 30. Judges xvi, 15, “ And she said unte him, Hes Asyers, How 
canst thou say Pove thee? 2 Sam. xi, 11, may also be considered in the LXX. 2 Kings x, 4, “ But they 
wvere exceadingly afraid, and said, Behold, two Kings stood not before him: «et mas, how then shall we 
stand ?'—how Is it possiile that we should stand? Job ix, 2, Hewes yag sera demaces Sootes;—For how shall 
mortal man be just with, or in the presence of Gop }—how is it pessidle 2 See what follows —Psalm beni, 
(bexiii,) 14; Tes syre § Qsos; “How doth Gop know F—how is it passtNe that he should know? Ses the 
connection. Jer. viii, 8; ITws sosers, “ How do ye say,—how ls & that ye eS can ye say, Weare , 
wise ?—Ibid. xxix, 7, (xlvii, 7,) Tes yeeyass: ; “ How can it, the sword of the Lonp,—*“be quiet P— 
Baek. xxiii, 10, “If our wanggressions and our sins be upor us, and we pine away In them, mae oronsday 
how should we: live? Matt. vii, 4, “Or how, mes, wilt thou Sy to thy brother?’ where Rosen}. observes 
that res has the force of negation. Ibid. xii, 26, “ If Satan cast out Satan, he is divided again himself} xes 
ov» ca@yesrar, how shall then,*—how cart then,—* his kingdam stand ® " See-also xi, 18—Thid. 
xxiii, 33, * Ye serpents, ye generation of vipers, tes ¢uygrs, how caw ye escape the damnation of hell ® “gat 
fieri potest? Rosenm. “Mark iv, 40, Tes ex sysrs tretee; “ How is tt that ye have no faith Lake i, 3 
may also be adduced. John v, 47, “if ye believe not his writings, mag—mierseesrs how shall ye,"—how 
can ye—* believe my words? Romans iii, 6, “Gon farbid: for then, res comer, how shall God judge the 
world ?’—how is it posse? See the preceding verse. Ibid. vill, 32, Tes—yaecesrar ¢* How shall he noi,"— 
how is it possidle but that he should, —* with him elso freely give us all things” Thidoxy, M4, Heg—erecede 
gerrat, “ How then shall they,"—how isit possidle that they should —* call on him in whom they have not 
believed ? &e. 1 Tim. iii, 5, “ For ifa man know not how to rule his own house, mag how Shallhe take care 
of the church of Gop? Heb. ii, 3. “How shall we eseape,*—how is it that we Qrcapy— 
* ifwe neglect so great salvation? 1 John iii, 17, Mes, “ How dwelleth the love of Gop in hin P—how oak 
itdwell? Comp. chap. iv, 20, where duvarar isadded. 
\ (4) The present indicative verb is here used, a3 It is generally throughout this chapter, for the feature. 
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be taken as an implied negation of the possibility of the resurrection with reference to God; _ 
and then the Apostle, by referring to the springing up of the grain of corn, when dissolved and 
putrefied, may be understood to show that the event was not inconceivable, by referring to 
God’s omnipotence, as shown in his daily providence, which, @ priori, would appear as mar- 
vellous and incredible. But it is much more probable, that the impossibility implied in this» 
question refers, not to the power of God, which every Christian in the Church at Corinth must. 
be supposed to have been taught to conceive of as almighty, and, therefore, adequate to the 
roduction of thigggitoct but as relating to the contrariety which was assumed to exist 
etween the dectrine of the reunion of the soul with the body, and those hopes of a higher 
condition in a future life, whieh both reason and revelation taught them to form. The second 
_question, “ With what body do they come?” like the former, is a question not of inquiry, but 
of denial, or, at least, of strong doubt, importing, that no idea could be entertained by the 
ebjector of any material body being made the residence of a disenthralled spirit, which could 
comport with those notions of deliverance from the bondage of corruption by death, which the 
philosophy of the age had taught, and which Christianity itself did not discountenance. The 
questions, though different, come, therefore, nearly to the same import, and this explains why 
the Apostle chiefly dwells upon the answer to the latter only, by which, in fact, he replies to 
both. The grain cast into the earth even dies and is corrupted, and that which is sown is not 
the body which shall be,” in form and quality, but “naked grain ;” yet into the plant, in its 
perfect form, is the same matter transformed. So the flesh of beasts, birds, fishes, and man, is 
the same matter, though exhibiting different qualities. So also bodies celestial are of the same 
matter as “bodies terrestrial ;” and the more splendid luminaries of the heavens are, in sub- 
stance, the same as those of inferior glory. It is thus that the Apostle reaches his conclusion, 
and shows, that the doctrine of our reunion with the body implies in it no imperfection—nothing 
contrary to the hopes of liberation “from the burden of this flesh ;” because of the high and 
glorified qualities which God is able to give to matter; of which the superior purity, splendour, 
and energy of some material things in this world, in comparison of others, is a visible demon- 
stration. For after he has given these instances, he adds, “So is the resurrection of the dead ; 
it is sown in corruption, it is raised in incorruption; it is sown in dishonowr, it is raised in 
glory; it is sown in weakness, it is raised in power; it is sown a natural (an animal) body, 
it is raised a spiritual body,” so called, “as being accommodated to a spirit, and far excelling 
all that is required for the transaction of earthly and terrene affairs ;” (5) and so intent is the 
Apostle on dissipating all those gross representations of the resurrection of the body which the 
‘ebjectors had assumed as the ground of their opposition, and which they had, probably, in 
their disputations, placed under the strongest views, that he guards the true Christian doctrine, 
on this point, in the most explicit manner, “Now this I say, brethren, that flesh and blood 
eannot inherit the kingdom of God, neither doth corruption inherit incorruption ;” and, there- 
fore, let no man henceforward affirm, or assume it in his argument, that we teach any such 
doctrine. This, also, he strengthens by showing, that as to the saints who are alive at the 
second coming of Christ, they also shall be in like manner “cHaNneED,” and that “this cor- 
ruptible,” as to them also, “shall put on incorruption.” is 
Thus, in the argument, the Apostle confines himself wholly to the possibility of the resur- 
rection of the body in a refined and glorified state ; but omits all reference to the mode in which 
the thing will be effected, as being out of the line of the objector’s questions, and in itself above 
human thought, and wholly miraculous. It is, however, clear, that when he speaks of the 
body, as the subject of this wondrous “change,” he speaks of it popularly, as the same body in 
substance, whatever changes in its qualities or figure may Fabien promecl upon it. Great 
general changes it will experience, as from corruption to incorruption, from mortality to 
immortality ; great changes of a particular kind wili also take place, as its being freed from 
deformities and defects, and the accidental varieties produced by climate, aliments, labour, 
and hereditary diseases. It is also laid down by our Lord, that, “in the resurrection the 
shall neither marry nor be given in marriage, but be like to the angels of God;” and this 
also implies a certain change of structure; and we may gather from the declaration of the 
Apostle, that though “the stomach” is now adapted “to meats, and meats to the stomach, God 
will destroy both it and them;” that the animal appetite for food will be removed, and the 
organ now adapted to that appetite have no place in the renewed frame. But great as these 
changes are, the human form will be retained in its perfection, after the model of our Lord’s 
“glorious body,” and the substance of the matter of which it is composed will not thereby 
be affected. ‘That the same body which was laid in the grave shall arise out of it, is the 
manifest doctrine of the Scriptures. : : 
The notion of an incorruptible germ, or that of an original and unchangeable stamen, out of 
which a new and glorious body, at the resurrection, is to spring, appears to have been borrowed 
from the speculations of some of the Jewish Rabbins, who speak of some such supposed part 
in the human frame, under the name Lvz, to which they ascribe marvellous properties, and from 
which the body was to arise. Wo allusion is, however, made to any such opinion by the early 
fathers, in their defences of the doctrine of the resurrection from the dead. On the contrary, they 
argue in such a way, as to prove the possibility of the reunion of the scattered parts of the body ; 
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which sufficiently shows that the germ theory had not been resorted to, by Christian divines 
at least, in order-to eh a ep the doctrine of the resurrection. with philosophy. _ So Justin 
Martyr, in a fragment Of his concerning the resurrection, expressly answers the objection, that. 
it is impossible for the flesh, after a corruption and perfect dissolution of all its parts, should 
be united together again, and contends, “that if the body be not raised complete, with all its 
integral parts, it would argue a want of power in God ;” and although some of the Jews 
adopted the notion of the germinating or springing up of the body from some one indestructible 
part, yet the most orthodox of their Rabbies contended for the resurrection of the same body. 
So Maimonides says, “Men, in the same manner as they before lived, with the same body. 
shall be restored to life by God, and sent into this life with the same identity :” and “that 
nothing can properly. be called a resurrection of the dead, but the return of the very same: 
soul, into the very same body from which it ie (6) : eee : 
“This theory, under its various forms, and whether adopted by Jews or Christians, wa 
_ designed, doubtless, to render the doctrine ofa resurrection from the dead less difficult to co = 
ceive, and more. acceptable to philosophic minds; but, like most other attempts of the same 
kind to bring down. ike supematural doctrines of revelation to the level of our conceptions, it 
escapes none of the original difficulties, and involves itself in others far more perplexing. 

‘or if by this fie pathegie it was designed to remove the difficulty of conceiving how 
the scattered parts of one body could be preserved from becoming integral parts of other — 
bodies, it supposes that the constant care of Providence is exerted to maintain the incor-. 
Yuptibility of those individual germs, or stamina, so as to prevent their assimilation w: th 
each other. Now, if they have this by original quality, then the same quality may just. 
‘as easily be supposed tg appertain to every particle which composes a human body; so 
that though it be used for ood, it shall not be capable of assimilation, in any circum- 
stances, with another human body. But if these germs or stamina, have not this sige 
by their original nature, they can only be et from assimilating with each other by that 
Operation of God whic’h is present to all his works, and which must always be directed to. 
secure the execution of his own ultimate designs. If this view be adopted, then, if the 
resort must at last be to the superintendence of a Being of infinite power and wisdom, there 
is no greater difficulty in supposing that his care to secure this object shall extend to a million 
than to a thousand particles of matter. ‘This is, in fact, the true and rational answer to the. 
» objection that the same piece of matter singe heepen to be a pat of two or more bodies, as in 

the instances of men feeding upon animals which have fed-upon men, and of men feeding - 
upon one another. “The question here is one which simply respects the frustrating a final 
‘purpose of the Almighty by an operation of nature. ‘To suppose that he cannot prevent this,’ 
1s to. deny his power ; to suppose him inattentive to it, is to suppose him indifferent to his own 
designs; and to assume that he employs care to prevent it, is to assume nothing greater, 
nothing in fact so great, as many instances of control, which are always occurring ; as, for 
instance, the regulation. of the proportion of the sexes in human births, which cannot be 
attributed to chance, but must either be referred to superintendence, or to some original law. 
Thus these thcories afford no relief to the only real difficulty involved in the doctrine, but, 
leave the whole case still to be resolved into the almighty power of God. But they involve 
themselves in the fatal objection, that, they are plainly in opposition to. the doctrine of the) 
Scriptures. For,, 
1, There is no resurrection of the body on this hypothesis, because the germ, or stamina, can 
in no good senst2 be called “the body.” Ifa finger, oreven a limb, is not the body, much less 
can these minut.r parts be entitled to this appellation® 
2, "There is, on these theories, no resurrection at all, For if the preserved part be a germ, 
and the analogy; of germination be adopted ; then we have no longer a resurrection from death, 
but a vegetation, from a suspended principle of secret life. If the stamina of Leibnitz be 
contended for, then the body, into which the soul enters at the resurrection, with the exception 
of these minute stamina, is provided for it by the addition and aggregation of new matter, and 
we have a creotion, not a resurrection. ; ey 
3. If bodies in either of these modes, are to be framed for the soul, by the addition of a 
large mass of new matter, the resurrection is made substantially the same with the Pagan | 
notion of the metempsychosis ; and if St. Paul, at Athens, preached, not “Jesus and the 
resurrection,” but Jesus and a transmigration into a new body, it will be difficult to account 
for his hearer's scoffing at a doctrine which had received the sanction of several of their own — 
philosophic aisthorities. ° : 
Another objection to the resurrection of the body has been drawn from the changes of its 
substance during life. ‘The answer to this is, that allowing a frequent and total change of the 
substance of the body (which, however, is but an hypothesis) to take place, it affects not the 
doetrine of Scripture, which is, that the body which is. laid in the grave shall ‘be raised up. 
But then, we are told, that if our bodies have in fact undergone successive changes durin, 
life, the bodies in which we have sinned or performéd rewardable actions, may not be, in many 
instances, the same bodies as those which will be actually rewarded or punished. We 
anywer, that rewards and punishments have their relation. to the body, not so much as it is the 
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rc but the inst ment of rewardahd:punishment. It is the soul only which’perceives pain 
: pleasure, which suffers or ¢ ajo is, therefore, the only rewardable subject. Were 


wwe, therefore, kavogienls Sie corpoi utations as are assumed. in this objection, they affect 
not the case of our-accountabil personal ideuelty or sameness Bihgestion Abahiet as 

ring whether that self be continued in the ‘same or divers sub- 

stances. It was by the same : reflects on an action done many years ago, that the 


consciousness : “By this every one is tohimself what 
action ‘was performed.” If there were indeed any weight ip this Obj eto it would affect the 
ences 


proceedings of human criminal courts in all cases of offences committed at some distance of 
time ; but it contradicts the common se mphecaniont contradicts the common consciousness 
end experience of mankind. : « 5 a, Me as © AS gh 
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_ Or the Law of God, as the subject of a Divine and adequately authenticated revelation, 
some observations were made in the first part of this work. ‘That such a law exists, so com- 
municated to mankind, and contained in the Holy Scriptures ;—that we are under obligation 


to obey it as the declared will of our Creator and Lord ;—that this obligation is grounde upon. 


* pur natural relation to him as creatures made by his power, and dependent upon his bounty, 
re points which need not, therefore, be again adverted to, nor is it necessary to dwell upon 


faeecclimatiaes and degrees of its manifestation to men, under those former dispensations of _ ¥" 


e true religion which preceded Christianity. "We have exhibited the leading pocrRinEs 0: 
the Scriptures, as they are found in that perfected system of revealed religion, which we owe 
to our Saviour, and to his Apostles, who wrote under the inspiration of that.Holy Spirit whom 
he sent forth “to lead them into all truth;” and we shall now find in the. discourses of our 

ord, and in the Apostolical writings, a system of moral principles, virtues, and duties, equalling 

n fulness and perfection that great body of DocrrinaL TRUTH which is contained in the New 
Testament; and deriving from it its vital influence and efficacy. oh 
It is, however, to be noticed, that the morals of the New Testament are not proposed to us 


in the form of a regular code. Even in the books of Moses, which have the legislative form 
to a great extent, all the principles and duties which constituted the full character of “godliness,” — 


under that LS aia are not made the subjects of formal injunction by particular precepts, 
They are partly infolded in general principles, or often take the form of injunction in an appa+ 


rently incidental manner, or are matters of obvious inference. A. preceding code of traditionary 


moral law is also all along supposed in the writings of Moses and the Prophets, as well as 
consuetudinary ritual and a doctrinal theology; both transmitted from the Patriarchs, 'This, 
too, is eminently the case with Christianity. It supposes that all who believed in Christ 
admitted the Divine authority of the Old Testament; and it assumes the perpetual authority 
of its morals, as well as the truth of its fundamental theology. The constant allusions zn the 
New Testament to the moral rules of the Jews and Patriarchs, either expressly as Pecos, 
or as the data of argument, sufficiently guard us against the notion, that what has ot in so 
many words been reénacted by Christ and his Apostles is of no authority among £hristians. 
tna great number of instances, however, the form is directly preceptive, so as to Mave all the 
explicitness and force of a regular code of law; and is, a3 much as a regular cogé could be, a 
declaration of the sovereign will of Christ, enforced by the sanctions of eternal/ife and death, 
This, however, is a point on which a few confirmatory observations may be wefully adduced, 
No part of the preceding dispensation, designated generally by the appellatjn of “THE Law,” 
is repealed in the New Testament, but what is obviously ceremonial, tyyical, and incapable 
of coéxisting with Christianity. Our Lord, in his discourse with the Samaritan woman, 
declares, that the hour of the abolition of the temple worship was core; the Apostle Paul, in 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, teaches us that the Levitical services wage out shadows, the substance 
and end of which is Christ ; and the ancient visible church, as constituted upon the ground of 
natural descent from Abraham, was abolished by the establishment of a spiritual body of 
believers to take its place. , d 
1 Wo abet ta of a purely: political nature, that is, which respect the civil subjection of the 
Jews to their theocracy, are, therefore, of any force to us as.laws, although they may have, in 
dee % 70 a% - Be 
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"Many cases, the'greatest authority as principles. | No ceremonial precepts can be binding, since’ 

they were restrained te a period terminating with the death and resurrection of Christ; nor — 

_.are even the patriarchal rites of circumcision and the passover obligatory upon Christians, since ~ 
we have cient evidence, that they were of an adumbrative character, and were laid aside 

» _ by the first inspired teachers of Christianity. sD " Re 

With the morat Precepts which abound in the Old Testament the case is very different, 
vas sufficiently appears from the different and even contrary manner in which they are always 
‘spoken of by ist and his Apostles. When our Lord, in his sermon on the mount, says, 
© Think not that I am come to destroy the law or the Prophets; Iam not come todestroy the 
law; but to fulfil;” that is, to confirm or establish it:—the entire scope of his discourse sho 
that he is speaking exclusively of the moral precepts‘of THE Law, eminently so called, and of 
the moral injunctions of the Prophets founded upon them, and to which he thus gives an equal 
authority. And in so solemn a manner does he enforce this, that he adds, doubtless as fore- 
seeing that attempts would be made by deceiving or deceived es his religion to 
lessen the authority of the moral aw,—* Whosoever, therefore, shall break one of these least 
commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven ;” 
that is, as St. Chrysostom interprets, “he shall be the farthest from attaining heaven and __ 
happiness, which imports that he shall not attain it at all.” eek 

te like manner St. Paul, after having strenuously maintained the doctrine of justification by - 

» faithalone, anticipates an objection by asking, “‘ Dowe then make void the law through faith?” ‘ 
and subjoins, “God forbid, yea, we establish the law :” meaning by “the law,” as the context _ 
and his argument shows, the moral and not the ceremonial law. x. 

After such declarations it is worse than trifling for any to contend, that, in order to establish — 
the authority of the moral law of the Jews over Christians, it ought to have'been formally 
reenacted. To this we may, however, farther reply, not only that many important moral 
principles and rules found in the Old Testament were never formally enacted among the Jews, 
Were traditional from an earlier age, and received at different times the more indirect authority 
of inspired recognition ; but, to put the matter in a stronger light, that all the leading moral 
precepts of the Jewish Scriptures are, in point of fact, proposed in a manner which has thi 
full foree of formal reénactment, as the laws of the Christian Church. This argument, from 
the want of formal reénactment, has therefore no weight. The summary of the law and th 
Prophets, which is to love God with all our heart, and to serve him with all our strength, and 

_-to love our neighbour as ourselves, is unquestionably enjoined, and even reénacted by the 
Christian Lawgiver. When our Lord is explicitly asked by ‘one who came unto him, and 
said, Good Master, what good thing shall I do, that I may have eternal life?” the answer given _ 
shows that the moral law contained in the Decalogue is so in force under the Christian dispen- 
Bation, that obedience to it is necessary to final salvation: —“If thou wilt enter into life, keep 
the commandments.” And that nothing ceremonial is intended by this term is manifest from 
-what follows. ‘He saith unto‘him, Which? » Jesus said, Thou shalt do no murder. Thou 
shalt not commit adultery. Thou shalt not steal,” &c, Matt. xix, 17-19. Here, also, we have 
all the force of a formal reénactment of the Decalogue, a part of it being evidently put for the 
whole. Nor were it difficult to produce passages from the discourses of Christ and the writings 
of the Apostles, which enjoin all the precepts of this law taken separately, by their authority, 
as indispensable parts of Christian duty, and that, too, under their original sanctions of life and 
death: so that the two circumstances which form the true character of a Law in its highest 
Sense, DIVINE AUTHORITY and PENAL SANCTIONS, are dound as truly in the New Testament ag 
in the Old. It will not, for instance, be contended, that the New Testament does not enjoin the - 
acknowledgment and worship of one God alone ; nor that it does not prohibit idolatry ; nor that 
it does not level its maledictjons against false and profane swearing; nor that the Apostle Paul 
does not use the very words of the fifth commandment preceptively when he says, Eph. vi, 2, 
“Honour thy father and mother, whichis the first commandment with promise ;” nor that murder, 
adultery, theft, false witness, and covetousness, are not all prohibited under pain of exclusion: 
from the kinedom of Gop. Thus, then, we have the whole Decalogue brought into the'Chris- 
tian coda of morals by a distinet injunction of its separate precepts, and by their recognition, 
as of peranent and unchangeable obligation: the fourth commandment, respecting the Sab- 
bath only, keing so far excepted, that its injunction is not so expressly marked. This, however, 
_ts no exception in fact ; for besides that its original place in the two tables sufficiently distin- 
guishes it from all positive, ceremonial, and typical precepts, and gives it a moral character, in 
respect of its énds, which are, first, mercy to servants and cattle, and, second, the worship of 
Almighty God, eee by worldly interruptions and eares, it is necessarily included in that 
law” which our Lord declares he came not to destroy, or abrogate ; in that “law” which St.» 
Paul declares tobe “established by faith ;” and among those “ commandments” which our Lord 
declares must be “kept,” if any one would “enter into life.” To this, also, the practice of the 
Apostles is to be added, who did not cease themselves from keeping one day in seven holy, 
hor teach others so to do; but gave to “the Lord’s day” that eminence and sanctity in the 
Christian Church which the seyenth day had in the Jewish, by consecrating it to holy uses; an 
alteration not affecting the precept at all, except in an unessential cireumstance, (if, indeed, im) 
that,) and in which we may suppose them to-act under Divine suggestion. | e 2 3 
* ‘Thus, then, we have the obligation of the whole Decalogue as fully established in the New 
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“Testament as in the Old as if it had been formally reénacted ; and‘thiino formal reénactment 
of it took place, is itself a presumptive Proof that it was never regarded by the Lawgiver as - 
_» temporary, which the formality of republication might have supposed. it 
_ _Itis important to remark, however, that, although the moral laws of the Mosaic dispensa= 
tion. pass into the Christian code, they stand there m other and higher circumstances; so that ~~ 
e New Testament is a more perfect dispensation of the knowledge of the moral will of God 
than the Old. In particular, ay * ag ” t 
1. They are more expressly extended to the heart, as by our Lord, in his sermon on the’ 
mount ; -who teaches us that the thought and inward purpose of any offence is a violation of 
the law prohik iting its external and visible commission. . 2 
_ 2. The-principles on which they are founded are carried.out in the New Testament intoa __ 
ter'variety of duties, which, by embracing more perfectly the social and civil relations of — 
life, are of a more universal character. : +> ‘a ee 
3: There is‘@ much more enlarged injunction of positive and particular virtues, especially 
10se which constitute the Christian temper. Me Ee Giebe 
4. By all overt acts being inseparably connected with corresponding principles in the heart, 
im order to constitute acceptable obedience, which principles suppose the regeneration of the. 


soul: by the Holy Ghost. This moral renovation is, therefore, held out as necessary to our 


salvation, and promised as a part of the grace of our redemption by Christ. 
_ 5. By being connected with promises of Divine assistance, which is peculiar toa law coni ~~ 
_ nected with evangelical provisions. “ba ae A { 
6. By their having a living illustration inthe perfect and practical example of Christ. | 
_ 4. By the higher sanctions derived from the clearer revelation of a future state, and the more 
“explicit promises of eternal life, and threatenings of eternal punishment.. 
{t follows from this, that we have in the Gospel the most complete and perfect revelation’ of 
moral law ever given to men; and a more exact manifestation of the brightness, perfection, 
and glory of that law; under which angels and our progenitors in paradise were placed, an 
which it is at once the delight and interest of the-most perfect and happy beings to obey. 
it has, however, fared with morals as with doctrines, that they have been often, and by a 
Strange perversity, studied, without any reference to the authori ty of the Scriptures. As we have 
had systems of NATURAL RELIGION drawn out of the materials furnished by the Scriptures 
and then placed to the sole account of human reason; so we have also various systems of 
morals drawn, as far as the authors thought fit, from the same source, and put forth under the - 
title of MoraL PHILOSOPHY, implying too often, or, at least, sanctioning the inference, that the 
unassisted powers of man are equally adequate to the discovery of doctrine and duty; or, at 
best, that Christianity but perfects what uninspired men are able not only to commence, but 
to carry onward to a considerable approach to perfection. This observation may be made as’ . 
to both—that whatever is found correct in doctrine, and pure in morals in ancient writers or — 
systems, may be traced to indirect revelation; and that so far as mere reason has applied itself 
to discovery in either, it has generally gone astray. ‘The modern systems of natural religion 
and ethics are superior to the ancient, not because the reason of their framers is superior, but 
because they have had the advantage of a light from Christianity, which they have not been 
candid enough generally to acknowledge. For those who have written on such subjects with 
a view to lower the value of the Holy Scriptures, the remarks in the first part of this work 
must suffice; but of that class of moral philosophers, who hold the authority of the Sacred 
Books, and yet sedulously omit all reference to them, it may be inquired what they propose, 
by-disjoining morals from Christianity, and considering them as a separate science? Authority, 
they cannot gain, for no obligation to duty can be so high as the command of Gon ; nor can that 
authority be applied in so direct a manner, as by a revelation of his will: and as for the 
perfection of their system, since they discover no duties not already enjoined in the Scriptures; 
or grounded upon some general principles they contain, they ean find no apology, from the 
additions they make to our mora knowledge, to put Christianity, on all such subjects, wholly 
out of sight. é ; i f ee 
All attempts to teach morals, independent of Christianity, even by those who receive it as a 
Divine revelation, must, notwithstanding the great names which have sanctioned the practice, 
t 


we considered as of mischievous tendency, although the design may have been laudable, and 
the labour, in some subordinate respects, not without utility: “ : bene 
1. Because they silently convey the impression, t man reason, without assistance, is 


sufficient to discaver the full duty of man toward God and toward his fellow creatures. Foy 
2. Because they imply a deficiency in the moral code of our religion, which does not exist ; 
the fact being that, although these systems borrow much from Christianity, they do not take. 
in the whole of its moral principles, and, therefore, so far as they are accepted, as substitutes, 
displace what is perfect for what isimperfect, ; <a 
3. Because they turn the attention from what is fact, the revealed raw of God, with its 
appropriate sanctions, and place the obligation to obedience either on fitness, beauty perhemk 
interest, or the natural authority of truth, which are all matters of opinion; or, if they ulti- 
mately refer it to the will of God, yet they infer that will through various: reasonings and 
“speculations, which in themselves are still matters of opinion, and as to which’men will feel 
themselves te be in some degree free, J 5 0 Bs 
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4. The duties they enjoin are either merely outward in the act, and so they disconnect them 
from internal principles and habits, without which they are not acceptable to God, and 
but the shadows of real virtue, however beneficial they may be to men; or else they assume _ 
that human nature is able to engraft those principles and habits upon itself, and to practise 
them without abatement and interruption; a notion which is contradicted by those very 
Scriptures they hold to:be of Divine authority. ; 

5. Their separation of the doctrines of religion from its morals, leads to an entirely different 
process of promoting morality among men to that which the infinite wisdom and goodness of 
God has established in the Gospel. They lay down the rule of conduct, and recommend it 
from its excellence per se, or its influence upon individuals and upon society, or perhaps because 
it is manifested to be the williof the Supreme Being, indicated from the constitution of human 
nature, and the relations of men. But Christianity rigidly connects its doctrines with its 
morals. Its doctrine of man’s moral weakness is made use of to lead him to distrust his own 
sufficiency. Its doctrine of the atonement shows at once the infinite evil of sin, and encourages 
men to seek deliverance from its power. Its doctrine of regeneration by the influence of the 
Holy Spirit, implies the entire destruction of the love of evil, and the direction of the whole 
affection of the soul to universal virtue. Its doctrine of prayer opens to man a fellowship with 
God, invigorating to every virtue. The example of Christ, the imitation of which is made 
obligatory upon us, is in itself a moral system in action, and in principle; and the revelation 
of a future judgment brings the whole weight of the control of future rewards and punishments 
to bear upon the motives and actions of men, and is the source of that fear of offending God, 

“which is the constant guard of virtue, when human motives would in a multitude of cases 
ayail nothing. i By 
It may indeed be asked, whether the teaching of morals must then in all cases be kept in 
eonnection with religion? and whether the philosophy of virtues and of vices, with the lower 
motives by which they are urged upon men, may not be usefully investigated? We answer, 
that if the end proposed by this is not altogether speculative, but something practical; if the 
case of an immoral world is taken up by moralists with reference to its cure, or even to its 
emendation in any effectual degree, the whole is then resolved into this simple question,— 
whether a weaker instrument shall be preferred to that which is powerful and. effective? 
Certain it is that the great end of Christianity, so far as its influence upon society goes, is to 
moralize mankind; but its infinitely wise Author has established and authorized but one 
process for the correction of the practical evils of the world, and that is, the teaching and 
enforcement of THE WHOLE TRUTH as it stands in his own revelations; and to this only has 
he promised his special blessing. A distinct class of ethical teachers, imitating Heathen 
philosophers in the principles and modes of moral tuition, is, in a Christian country, a violent 
anomaly ; and implies an absurd return to the twilight of knowledge after the sun itself has 
arisen upon the world. 


Within proper guards, and in’strict connection with the whole Christian system, what is 
ealled Moral Philosophy is not, however, to be undervalued; and from many of the writers 
above alluded to much useful instruction may be collected, which, though of but little efficaey 
in itself, may be invigorated by uniting it with the vital and energetic doctrines of religion, 
and may thus become directive to the conduct of the serious Christian. Understanding then 
by Moral Philosophy, not that pride of science which borrows the discoveries of the Scriptures, 
and then exhibits itself as their rival, or affects to supply their deficiencies; but as a modest 
scrutiny into the reasons on which the moral precepts of revelation may be grounded, and a 
‘wise and honest application of its moral principles to particular cases, it is a branch of science 
‘which may be usefully cultivated, in connection with Christianity. 

With respect to the reasons on which moral precepts rest, we may make a remark similar 
to that offered in a former part of this work, on the doctrines of revelation. Some of those 
doctrines rest wholly on the authority of the Revealer; others are accompanied with a mani- 
fest rational evidence; and a third class may partially disclose their-rationale to the patient 
and pious inquirer. “Yet the authority of each class as a subject of faith is the same; it-rests 
upon the character of God and his relations to us;.and that doctrine is equally binding which 
is enjoined on our faith without other rational evidence than that which proves it to be a par’ 
of a revelation from heaven, as that which exercises, and delights our rational faculties, bya. 
disclosure of the internal evidence of its truth. When God has permitted us to “tum Hi ‘ 
to sec some “great sight” of manifested wisdom, we are to obey: the invitation; but still we 
are always to remember that the authority of a revealed truth stands on infinitely higher 
ground than our perception of its reasonableness. 

So also as to the moral precepts of the Bible, the rational evidence is afforded in different 
degrees, and it is both allowable and laudable in us to investigate and collect it; but still with 
this caution, that the authority of such injunctions is not to be regulated by our perception of 
their reasons, although the reasons, when apparent, may be piously applied to commend the 
authority. ‘The discoveries we may make of fitness or any other quality in a precept cannot - 
be the highest reason of our obedience ; but it may be a reason for obeying with accelerated 
alacrity. The obligation of the Sabbath would be the same were no obvious reasons of mercy 
and piety connected with it; but the influence of the precept upon our interests and that of 
the community commends the precept to our affections as well as to our sense of duty. 
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With respect to the application of gener recepts, that practical wisdom which is the result 
of large and comprehensive observation has an important office. The precepts of a universal 
revelation must necessarily be, for the most part, general, because if rules had been given for 
each case in detail, then truly, as St. John observes, “the world could not have contained the 
books written.” ‘The application of these general principles to that variety of cases which 
arises in human affairs, is the work of the Christian reacher, and the Christian moralist. 
Where there is honesty of mind, ordinarily there can te no difficulty in this;and in cases 
which involve some difficulty, when the interpretation of the law is made, as spe eS en 
to favour the rule; and when, in doubtful cases, the safer course is adopted, such is the explicit 
character of the general principles of the Holy Scriptures, that no one can go astray. The 
moral philosophy which treats of exceptions to general rules, is always to be watched with 
jealousy ; and ought to be shunned when it presumes to form rules out of supposed exceptions. 
This is affecting to be wiser than the Lawgiver; and such philosophy assumes an authority 
in the control of human conduct to which it has no title; and steps in between individuals and 
their consciences in cases where Almighty God himself has not chosen to relieve them; an 
where they are specially left, as all sometimes are, to “Him with whom they have to do,’ 


without the intervention of any third party. Systems of Casuistry and Cases of Conscience ° 


have happily gone into general disuse. That they have done more harm upon the whole than 
‘good, and defiled more consciences than they have relieved, cannot be doubted by any one 
who has largely examined them. They have passed away just in proportion as the Scriptures 
themselves have been circulated through society, and as that preaching has been most preva~ 
lent which enforces the doctrine of supreme love to God and our neighbour, as the sum of 
the Law and of the Gospel. They most abéunded in the Romish Church, as best befitting its 
system of darkness and delusion ; (7) and though works of this kind are found among Pro- 
testants in a better form, they have gradually and happily fallen into neglect. 

A few words may here be offered on what has been termed, the ground of moral obligation, 

Some writers have placed this in “the eternal and necessary fitness of things ;” which leaves 
the matter open to the varying conclusions which different individuals may draw, as to this 
eternal and necessary fitness; and still farther, leaves thai natural question quite unan- 
Ode hare is any one obliged to act according to the fitness of things? 


Ot have referred to a supposed original perception of what is right and wrong ; a kind © 


of fixed and permanent and unalterable moral sense, by which the qualities of actions arc at 
once determined ; and from the supposed universal existence of this perception, they have 
argued the obligation to act accordingly. This scheme, which seems to confound that in 
human nature to which an appeal may be made when the understanding is enlighte ed by 
real truth, with a discriminating and directive principle acting independently of instruction, is 
also unsatisfactory. For the moral sense is, in fact, found under the control of ignorance and 
error; nor does it possess a sensitiveness in all cases in proportion to the truth received into 
the understanding. The worst crimes have often been committed with a conviction of their 
being right, as in the case of religious persecutions ; and the absence of the habit of attending to 
the quality of our actions often renders the abstract truth laid up in the understanding useless, 
as to its influence upon the conscience. But if all that is said of this moral sense were true, 
still it would not establish the principle of obligation. That supposes superior authority; and 
should we allow the moral sense to act uniformly, still how is the obligation to perform what it 
approves to be demonstrated, unless some higher consideration be added to the case? 
More modern moralists have taken the tendency of any course of action to produce the 
greatest good upon the whole as the source of moral obligation; and with this they often 


connect the will of God, of which they consider this general tendency to be the manifestation. 


Tt were better, surely, to refer at once to the will of God, as revealed by himself without 
meumbering the subject with the circuitous and, at best, doubtful process of first considering 
what is good upon the whole, and then inferring that this must needs be the will of a ‘wise and 
benevolent Being. ‘The objection, too, holds in this case, that this theory leaves it still a mere 
matter of opinion, in which an interested party is to be the judge, whether an action be upon 
the whole good; and gives a rule which would be with difficulty applied to Some cases, and 
is scarcely at all applicable to many others which may be supposed. : 

~ The only satisfactory answer which the question as to the source of moral obligation, can 
‘receive, is, that it is found in raz wiz or Gop. For since the question respects the duty of 
a created being with reference to his Creator, nothing can be more conclusive than that the 
Creator has an absolute right to the obedience of his creatures; and that the creature 
is in duty obliged to obey Him from whom it not only has received being, but by whom 
that being, is constantly sustained. It has indeed been said, that even if it be admitted, 
that I am obliged to obey the will of God, the question is. still open, “ Why am I obliged 
to obey his will?” and that this brings us round to the former answer; because he can 
only will what is upon the whole best for his creatures. But this is confounding that 
which may be, and doubtless is, a rule to God in the commands which he issues, with that 


which really obliges the creature. Ncw, that which in truth obliges the creature is not the — 


nature of the commands issued by God ; but the relation in which the creature itself stands to. 


(7) M. le Foore, preceptor of Louis XII, not unaptly called Casuistry, “The art of quibbling with God.” 
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, God. If a creature can have no existence, nor any power or-faculty independently of God, 1t 


no right to employ its faculties independently of him; and if it have no right to 

ea fiealtios A an indepenticnt manner, the right to rule its conduct must rest with the 
Creator alone; and from this results the obligation of the creature to obey. bra: 

Such is the principle assumed in the Scriptures, where the creative and rectoral relations of 
God are inseparably united, and the obligation of obedience is made to follow upon the fact of 
~ our existence; and if the will of God, as the source of obligation, be so obvious a rule, the 
_ | only remaining question is, whether we shall receive that will as it is expressly-revealed by 
7 himself ; or, wilfully forgetting that such a revelation has been made, we shall proceed to 
re infer it by various processes of induction? ‘The answer to this might have been safely left 
to the common sense of mankind, had not the vanity of philosophizing so often interposed to 
perplex so plain a point. | . cape cites ag 

We must not here confound the will of God as the source of moral obligation, with the notion 

~ that right and wrong have no existence but as they are so constituted by the will of God. They 
must have their foundation in the reality of things. What moral rectitude is, and why it obliges, 
are quite distinct questions. It is to the latter only that the preceding observationsapply. As to 
the former, the following remarks, from a recent intelligent publication, are very satisfactory :— 

“Virtue, as it regards man, is the conformity or harmony of his affections and actions with 
the various relations in which.he has been placed,—of which conformity the perfect intellect 
of God, guided in its exercise by his infinitely holy nature, is the only infallible judge. 

“We sustain various relations to God himself. He is our Creator,—our Preserver,—ous 
Benefactor,—our Governor. ‘He is the Framer of our bodies, and the Father of our spirits. 
He sustains us ‘by the word of his power ;’ for, as we are necessarily dependent beings, out 
continued existence is a kind of prolonged creation. We owe all that we possess to Him; 
and our future blessings must flow from his kindness. Now there are obviously certain. 
affections and actions which harmonize or correspond with these relations. To love and obey. 
God manifestly befit our relation to him, as that great Being from whom our existence as well 
as all our comforts flow. He who showers his blessings upon us ought to possess our affecs 
tions ; he who formed us has a_right to our obedience. It is not stated merely, let it be 
‘observed, that it is impossible to contemplate our relation to God without perceiving that we 
are morally bound to love and obey him; (though that is a truth of great importance ;) for I_ 
do not consent to the propriety of the representation, that virtue depends either upon our 
perceptions or our feelings. There is a real harmony between the relations in which we stand 
to God, and the feelings and conduct to which reference has been made; and therefore the 
human mind has been formed capable of perceiving and feeling it. 

“We sustain various relations to each other. God has formed ‘of one blood all the families of 
the earth” Mutual love and brotherly kindness, the fruit of love, are required by this relation, 
—they harmonize or correspond with it. We are children; we are loved, and guarded, and 
supported, and tended with unwearied assiduity by our parents. Filial affection and filial 
obedience are demanded by this relation; no other state of mind, no other conduct, will har- 

_ monize with it. We are, perhaps, on the other hand, parents. Tnstrumentally at least we 
have imparted existence to our children; they depend on us for protection, support, &c; 
and to render that support, is required by the relation we bear to them. It is, however, 

needless to specify the various relations in which we stand to each other. With reference to 
all I again say, that they necessarily involve obligations to certain states of mind, and certain 
modes of conduct, as harmonizing with the relations; and that rectitude is the conformity. of 
the character and conduct of an individual with thefelations in which he stands:to the beings 
by whom he is surrounded. 
“It is by no means certain to me, that this harmony between the actions and the relations of 
amoral agent, is not what we are to understand by that ‘conformity to the fifness of things, in 
i which some writers have made the essence of virtue to consist.  POTHE this doctrine, it has 
been objected, that it is indefinite, if not absurd; because, as it is alleged, it represents an 
action as right and fit, without stating what it is fit for,—an absurdity as great, says the 
objector, as it would be to say that ‘the angles at the base of an isosceles triangle are equal 
without adding to one another, or to any other angle” Dr. Brown also, in arguing against 
this doctrine says, ‘ There must be a principle of moral regard, independent of reason, or reason 
may in vain see a thousand fitnesses, and a thousand truths; and would be warmed with the 
same lively emotions of indignation, against an inaccurate timepiece or an error in arithmetic 
calculation, as against the wretch who robbed, by every fratad that could elude the law, those 
"who had already little of which they could be deprived, that he might riot a little more luxu- 
riously, while the helpless, whom he had plundered, were starving around him.” Now, why 
may Wwe not say, in answer to the former objector, that the conformity of an action with the 
relations of the agent, is the fitness for which Clarke contends?. And why may not we reply 
to Dr. Brown, that,—allowing, as we do, the necessity of that susceptibility of moral emotion 
for which he contends,—the emotion of approbation which arises on the contemplation of a _ 
virtuous action, is not the virtue of the action, nor the perception of its accordance with the 
relations of the agent, BUT THE ACCORDANCE ITSELF? ‘That a being,’ says Dewar, ‘endowed 
with certain powers, is bound to love and obey the Creator and Preserver of all, is truth, 
whether I perceive it or no; and we cannot perceive it possible that it can eyer be reversed.” 
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“ All the relations to which reference has been made, are, in one sense, arbitrary. Ow 


existence as creatures is to be ascribed to the mere good pleasure of God. Th relatior 
which bind Spoloty Dectsts the conjugal, parental, filial relation, depend entirely. upon the 
sovereign will of Him who gave us our being; but the conduct to which these lations oblige 


us, is by no means arbitrary. Having determined toconstitute the relations, he could not but 


enjoin upon us the conduct which his word prescribes, He was under no obligation to create - 


us at all; but, having given us existence, he could not fail to command us. to love and obe 


him. There is a harmony between these relations, and these duties,—a harmony which is 


not only perceived by us,—for to state that merely, would seem to make our perceptions the 
rule, if not the foundation, of duty,—but which is perceived by the perfect intellect of God 
himself. And since the relations we sustain were constituted by God, since he is the Judge 
of the affections and conduct which harmonize with these relations,—that which appears right 
to him, being right on that account,—rectitude may be regarded as conformity to the moral nature 
of God, the ultimate stondard of virtue.” (8) 3 

To the revealed will of God we may now turn for information on the interesting subject of 
morals, and we shall find that the ethics of Christianity have a glory and perfection which 
ey has never heightened, and which its.only true office is to display, and to keep 

efore the attention of mankind. iS és. ; 


CHAPTER II. 


Tue Durizs we owe to Gop. 


Tue duties we owe to God are in Scripture ‘summed up in the word “ godliness,” the 

foundation of which, and of duties of every other kind, is that entire f 
_ - Supmission to Gop, which springs from a due sense of that relation in which we stand to 
him, as creatures. Ror *%, 

We have just seen that the right of an absolute sovereignty over us must, in the reason 
of the case, exist exclusively in Him that made us; and it is the perception and recognition 
of this, as a practical habit of the mind, which renders outward acts of obedience sincere an 
religious. The will of God is the only rule to man, in every thing on which that will has 
declared itself; and, as it lays its injunctions upon the heart as well as the life, the rule is 
equally in force when it directs our opinions, our motives, and affections, as when it enjoins or 
prohibits external acts. We are his because he made us; and to this 1s added the confirma- 


gt 


tion of this.right by our redemption: “Ye are not your own, but bought with a price ; 
wherefore glorify God in your bodies and spirits which are his.”’ These ideas of absolute right 
to command on the part of God, and of absolute obligation to universal obedience on the part 
of man, are united in the profession of St. Paul, “Whose I am and whom I serve ;” and form 
the grand fundamental principle of “ godliness” both in the Old and New Testament; the 
will of God being laid down in each, both as the highest reason and the most powerful motive 
to obedience. ‘The application of this principle so established by the Scriptures will show how 
greatly superior is the ground on which Christianity places moral virtue to that of any other 
system. For, 

te The will of God, which is the rule of duty, is authenticated by the whole of that stupendous 
evidence which proves the Scriptures to be of Divine original. 

2. ‘That will at once defines and enforces every branch of inward and outward purity, 
rectitude, and benevolence. 

» 3, It annuls by its authority every other rule of conduct contrary to itself, whether it arise 
from custom, or from the example, persuasion, or opinions of others. by 

4. It is a rule which admits not of being lowered to the weak and fallen state of human 
nature; but, connecting itself with a gracious dispensation of supernatural help, it directs t L 
morally imbecile to that remedy, and holds every one guilty of the violation of all that he is 
by nature and habit unable to perform, if that remedy be neglected. 

__ 5. It accommodates not itself to the interests or even safety of men; but requires that, 
Eee honour, liberty, and life, should be surrendered, rather than it should sustain any 
violation, 

6. It admits no exceptions in obedience; but requires it whole and entire; so that outward 
virtue cannot be taken in the place of that which has its seat in the heart; and it allows no 
acts to be really virtuous, but those which spring from a willing and submissive mind, and are 
done upon the vital principle of a distinct recognition of our rightful subjection to God. 

Love tro Gop. To serve and obey God on the conviction that it is right to serve and obey 
him, is in Christianity joined with that love to God which gives life and animation to service, 
and renders it the means of exalting our pleasures, at the same time that it accords with our 
convictions, The supreme love of God is the chief, therefore, of what have been called our 
theopathetic affections, It is the sum and the end of law; and though lost by us in Adam, is 
restored to us by Christ. When it regards God absolutely, and in himself, as a Being of 
infinite and harmonious perfections and moral beauties, it is that movement of the soul toward 


‘ (8) Payne’s Elements of Mental and Moral Science, 
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him which is produced by-admiration, approval, and delight. When it regards him relatively, 
it fixes upon the ceaseless emanations of his. goodness to us in the continuance of the existence 
which he at first bestowed; the circumstances which render that existence debicitous and, 
above all, upon that “great love wherewith he loved us,” manifested in the gift of his Son for 
our redemption, and in saving us by his grace; or, in the forcible language of St. Paul, upon 
“the exceeding riches of his grace in his kindness to us through Christ Jesus.” _ Under all 
these. views an unbounded gratitude overflows the heart which is influenced b this spiritual ~ 
affection. But the love of God is more than a sentiment of gratitude. _ It rejoices in his per- 
fections and glories, and devoutly contemplates them as the highest and most interesting 
subjects of thought; it keeps the idea of this supremely beloved object. constantly present to 
the mind; it turns to it with adoring ardour from the business and. distractions of life; it 
connects it with every scene of majesty and beauty in nature, ana with every event of general 
and particular providence; it brings the soul into fellowship with God, real and sensible, 
because vital; it moulds the other affections:into conformity with what God himself wills or 
prohibits, loves or hates; it produces an unbounded desire to please him, and to be accepted 
of him in all things; it is jealous of his honour, unWearied in his service, quick to prompt to 
every sacrifice in the cause of his truth and his church; and it renders all*such sacrifices, even 
when carried to the extent of suffering and death, unreluctant and cheerful. It chooses God 
as the chief good of the soul, the enjoyment of which assures its perfect and eternal interest 
and happiness. “Whom have I in heaven but thee? and there is none upon earth that I 
desire beside thee,” is the language of every heart, when its love of God is true in principle 
and supreme in degree. 

If, then, the will of God is the perfect rule of morals; and if supreme and perfect,love to 
God must produce a prompt, an unwearied, a delightful subjection to his will, or rather, an 
entire and most free choice of it as the rule of all our principles, affections, and actions; the 
importance of this affection in securing that, obedience to the law of God in which true morality ~ 
consists, is manifest ; and we clearly perceive the reason why an inspired writer has affirmed, 
that “love is the fulfilling of the law.” 'The necessity of keeping this subject before us under 
those views in which it is placed in the Christian system, and of not surrendering it to mere 
philosophy, is, however, an important consideration. With the:philosopher the love of God 
may be the mere approval of the intellect ; or a sentiment which results from the contemplation 
of infinite perfection, manifesting itself in acts of power and goodness. In the Scriptures it is 
much more than either, and is produced and maintained by a different process. We are there 
taught that “the carnal mind is enmity to God ;” and is not of course capable of loving God. 
Yet this carnal mind may consist with deep attainments in philosophy, and with strongly 
impassioned poetic sentiment. ‘The mere approval of the understanding ; and the susceptibility 
of being impressed with feelings of admiration, awe, and even pleasure, when the character of 
God is manifested in his works, as both may be-found in the carnal mind which is enmity to 
God, are not therefore the love of God. ‘They are principles which enter into that love, since 
it cannot exist without them; but they may exist without this affection itself, and be found ia 
a vicious and unchanged nature, ‘The love of God is a fruit of the Holy Spirit; that is, it is 
implanted by him only in the souls which he has regenerated; and, as that which excites its 
exercise is chiefly, and in the first place, a sense’ of the benefits bestowed by the grace of God 
in our redemption, and a well-grounded persuasion of our personal interest in those benefits, it 
necessarily presupposes our personal reconciliation to God through faith in the atonement of 
Christ, and that attestation of it to the heart by the Spirit of adoption of which we have before 
aoe We here see, then, another proof of the nectssary connection of Christian morals with 

jhristian doctrine, and how imperfect and deceptive every system must be which separates 
them. Love is essential to true obedience; for when the Apostle declares love to be “the 
fulfilling of the law,” he declares, in effect, that the law cannot be fulfilled without love; and 
that every action which has not this for its principle, however virtuous in its show, fails of 
accomplishing the precepts which are obligatory upon us. But this love to God cannot be felt 
so long as we are sensible of his wrath, and are in dread of his judgments. ‘These feelings are 
incompatible with each other, and we must be assured of his reconciliation to us, before we are 
capable of loving him. Thus the very existence of the love of God implies the doctrines of the 
atonement, repentance, faith, and the gift of the Spirit of adoption to betitvers and unless it 
be taught in this connection, and through this process of experience, it will be exhibited only 
as a bright and beauteous object to which man has no access; or a fictitious and imitative 
sentimentalism will be substituted for it, to. the delusion of the souls of men. j 

A third leading duty is, : : 

Trust in Gop. All creatures are dependent upon God for being and for well being. Inani- 
mate and irrational beings hold their existence and the benefits which may accompany it,” 
independently of any conditions to be performed on their part. , Rational creatures are placed. 
under another rule, and their felicity rests only upon their obedience. Whether, as to those 
intelligences who have never sinned, specific exercises of trust are required as a duty com- 
prehended in their general obedience, we know not. But as to men, the. whole Scripture — 
shows, that faith or trust is a duty of the first class, and that. they “stand only by faith.” 
‘Whether the reason of this may be the importance to themselves of being continually 
unpressed with their dependence upon God, so that they may fly to him at all times, and, 
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eseape the disappointments of self confidence, and creature reliances; or that as all good 
actually comes from God, h 2 ought to be recognised-as its source, so that all creatures may 
glorify him ; or whether other and n re secret reasons may also be included; the fact that 
this duty is solemnly enjoined as an essential part of true religion, cannot be doubted, Nor 
can the connection of this habit of devoutly confiding in God with our peace of mind-beover= 
looked. We have so: many proofs of the weakness both of our intellectual and physical 
powers, and see ourselves so liable ie the influence of combinations of circumstances which 
we caimnot control, and of accidents which we cannot resist, that, unless we had assurances 
of being guided, upheld, and defended. by a Supreme Power, we might become, and that not 
unreasonably, a prey to constant apprehensions, and the sport of the most saddening antici 

pations of the imagination. Our sole remedy from these would, in fact, only: be found: ix 
ansensibility, and thoughtlessness; for to a reflecting and awakened mind; nothing can shut 
‘out uneasy fears, but faith in God. In all ages therefore this has been the resource of devout 
men: “God is our refuge and strength, a very present help in trouble; therefore will-we not 
fear,” &c, Psalm xlvi, 1, “Our fathers trusted. in thee, andi thou didst deliver them; they 
eried unto thee, and were delivered; they trusted in thee, and were not confounded.” And 
from. our Lord’s sermon on the mount it is clear, that one end of his teaching was to deliver 
men from, the piercing anxieties. which the perplexities of this life are apt to produce, by 
eneouraging them: to confide in the care and bounty of their “Heavenly Father,” 

Our trust in God is enjoined in as many respects as he has been pleased’ to give us 
assurances of help, and promises of favour, in his own word, Beyond that, trust would be 
presumption, as not having authority ; and to the full extent in which his gracious purposes 
toward us are manifested, it becomes a duty. And here too the same connection of this duty’ 
with the leading doctrines of our redemption, which we have remarked under the last parti< 
cular, also displays itself, If morals be taught independent of religion, either affiance in 
God must be excluded from the list of duties toward God, or otherwise it will be inculcated 
without effect. A man who is conscious of unremitted sins, and who must therefore regard 
the administration: of the Ruler of the world, as to him punitive and vengeful, can find) no 
ground on which to rest his trust. All that he can do is to hope that his relations to this Being 
may in future become more favourable ; but, for the present, his fears must prevent the 
exercise of his faith. What.course then lies before him, but:in the first instance to seek the 
restoration of the favour of his offended God, in that method which he has prescribed, namely, 
by repentance toward God, and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ? Till a Scriptural assurance 
is obtained of that change in his relations to God which is effected by the free and gracious. 
act of forgiveness, all the reasons of general trust in the care, benediction and guidance of God, 
are vain as to him, because they are not applicable to his case. But when friendship is 
restored between the parties, faith, however unlimited, has the highest reason, It is then 
“a sure confidence in the mercy of God through Christ,” as that mercy manifests itself in all 
the promises which God has been pleased to make to his children, and in all those condescend- 
ing relations with which he has been pleased to invest himself, that. under such manifestations 
he might win and secure our reliance. It is then the confidence not merely of creatures ina 
beneficent Creator, or of subjects in a gracious Sovereign, but of children in a Parent. It 
respects the supply of every want, temporal and eternal; the wise and gracious ordering of 
our concerns; the warding off, or the mitigation of calamities and afflictions ;. our preservation 
from all that can upon the whole be injurious to.us; our guidance through life; our hope in 
death ; and our future felicity in another world, This trust is a duty because it is a subject or 
command; and also because, after such demonstrations of kindness, distrust would imply a 
dishonourable denial of the love and faithfulness of God, and often also a criminal dependence 
upon the.creature, It is a habit essential to piety. On that condition we “ obtain promises,” 
sy making them the subjects of prayer; by its influence anxieties destructive to that calm 
contemplative habit of which true religion is both the offspring and the nurse, are expelled 
om the heart ; a spiritual character is thus given to man, who walks as seeing “ Him -who is 
invisible ;” and a noble and cheerful courage is infused into the soul, which elevates it above 
all cowardly shrinking. from difficulty, suffering, pain, and death, and affords a. practical 
«xemplification of the exhortation of one who had tried the value of this grace in a great variety 
of exigencies: “ Wait upon the Lord, be of good courage, and he shall strengthen thine heart ; 
wait, I say, upon the Lord.” i 

Tue rear or Gop is associated with love, and trust, in every part of Holy Scripture; 
and is enjoined upon. us as another of our leading duties. 

This, however, is not a servile passion ; for then it could not consist with love to God, and 
with delight and affiance in him. ~ It is true that “the fear which hath torment ;” that which 
is accompanied with painful apprehensions of his displeasure arising from a just conviction of 
our personal liability to it, is enjoined upon the careless and the impious. ‘To produce this, 
the word of God fulminates in threatenings, and his judgments march through the earth 
exhibiting terrible examples of vengeance against one nation or individual for the admonition 
of others. But that fear of God which arises from apprehension of personal punishment, is 
not designed to be the habit of the mind; nor is it included in the frequent phrase, ‘ the fear 
of the Lord,” when that is used to express the whole of practical religion, or its leading prin 
ciples. In that case its nature is, in part prisssed by the term “reverence,” which is a 
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due and humbling sense of the Divine Majesty, produced and maintained in a mind regene- 
tated by the Holy Spirit, by devout meditations upon the perfections of his infinite nature, 
his eternity and omniscience, his constant presence with us in’ every place, the depths of his. 
counsels, the might of his power, the holiness, truth, and justice of his moral character ; and 
on the manifestations of these glories in the works of that mighty visible nature with which 
we are surrounded, in the government of angels, devils, and men, and in the revelations of his 
inspired word. p ‘ Sinbh palbiae PE pbs HOS 

" With this deeply reverential awe of God, is, however, constanth joined in Scripture, a 
persuasion of our conditional liability to his displeasure. For since a who have obtained his 
merey and favour by Christ, receive those blessings through an atonement, which itself 
demonstrates that we are under a righteous administration, and that neither is the law 
of God repealed, nor does his justice sleep; and farther, since the saving benefits of that 
atonement are conditional, and we ourselves have the power to turn aside the benefit of its 
interposition from us, or to forfeit it when once recéived, in whole or in part, it is clear that 
while there is’a-full provision for our deliverance from the ¢ t of bondage unto fear ;” 
there is sufficient reason why we: ought to be so impressed spiritual dangers, as to 
produce in us that cautionary fear of the holiness, justice, and Pp of God, which shall deter 
us from offending, and lead us often to view, with a restraining and salutary dread, those 
consequences of unfaithfulness and disobedience to which, at least while we remain on earth, 
we are liable. Powerful, therefore, as are the reasons by which the Scriptural revelation of 
the mercy and benevolence of God enforces a firm affiance in him, it exhorts us not to be 
“high-minded,” but to “fear ;” to “ fear” lest we “come short” of the “ promise” of entermg 
“into his rest ;” to be in “the fear of the Lord all the day long ;” and to pass the whole time 
of our “sojourning” here “in fear.” ; 

This Scriptural view of the fear of God, as combining both reverence of the Divine majesty, 
and a suitable apprehension of our conditional liability to his displeasure, is of large practical 
influence. 

It restrains our faith from degenerating into presumption ; our love into familiarity ; our 
joy into carelessness. It nurtures humility, watchfulness, and the spirit of prayer. It induces 
a reverent habit ‘of thinking and speaking of God, and gives solemnity to the exercises of 
devotion. It presents sin to us under its true aspect, as dangerous, as well as corrupting to 
the soul; as darkening our prospects in a future life, as well as injurious to our peace in the 
present; and it gives strength and efficacy to that most important practical moral principle, 
the constant reference of our inward habits of thought and feeling, and our outward actions, 
to the approbation of God. 

Upon these internal principles that moral habit and state, which is often expressed by the 
term HOLINESS, rests. Separate from these principles, it can only consist in visible acts, 
imperfect in themselves, because not vital, and, however commended by men, abominable to 
God who trieth the heart. But when such/acts proceed from these sources, they are proportioned 
to-the strength and purity of the principle which originates them, except as in some cases they 
may be influenced and deteriorated by an uninformed or weak judgment. An entire submission: 
to God; a “perfect love” to him; firm affiance in his covenant engagements ; and that fear 
which abases the spirit before God, and departs even from “the appearance of evil,” when 
joied with a right understanding of the word of God, render “the man of God perfect,” and 
thoroughly furnish him to every good work.” 

Besides these inward principles and affections, there are, however, several other habits and’ 
acts, a public performance of which, as well as their mere secret exercises, have been termed 
by divines our EXTERNAL DUTIES toward God; the term “external” being, however, so used 
as not, to exclude those exercises of the heart from which they must all spring if acceptable to 
God. ‘The first is, ; 

Prayer, which is a solemn addressing of our minds to God, as the Fountain of being and 
happiness, the Ruler of the world, and the Father of the family of man. It includes in it the 
acknowledgment of the divine perfections and sovereignty; thankfulness for the mercies we 
have received; penitential confession of our sins; and an earnest entreaty of blessings, both 
for ourselves and others. When vocal it is an external act, but-supposes the correspondence 
of the will and affection; yet it may be purely mental, all the acts of which it is composed’ 
being often conceived in the mind, when not clothed in words. 

That the practice of prayer is enjoined upon us in Scripture, is sufficiently proved by a few 
quotations: “Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall find; knock, and it shall be 
opened,” Matt. vii, 7. ‘Watch ye therefore and pray always,” Luke xxi, 36. “Be careful 
fornothing; but, ineyery thing by prayer and supplication with thanksgiving, let your requests 
be made known unto God,” Phil. iv, 6. “ Pray without ceasing,” 1 Thess. v 17, That prayer 
necessarily includes earnestness, and that perseverance which is inspired by strong desire, is 
evident from the Jews being so severely reproved for “drawing near to God with their lips, 
while their hearts were far from him:”—from the general rule of our Lord laid down in his 
‘conversation with the woman of Sychar: “God is‘a Spirit; and they that worship him, must 
worship him in spirit and in truth,” John iv, 24,—and, from Romans xii, 12, “Continuing 
instant in prayer.” Here the term, apooxaprepovrres, is very energetic, and denotes, as Chrysos- 
tom observes, “fervent, persevering, and earnest prayer.” Our Lord also delivered # parable 
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to teach us that we ought “to pray and not faint” and we have examples of the success of 
reiterating our petitions, when for some time they appear disregarded. One of these is afforded 
in the case of the woman of Canaan, a first and a second ‘time repulsed by our Lord; and. 
another occurs in 2 Cor. xii, 8,9: “For this I besought the Lord thrice that it might depart 
from me; and he said unto me, My grace is sufficient for thee,” &e. This passage also affords 
an Instance of praying distinctly for particular blessings, a practice which accords also with 
the direction in Phil. lv, 6, to make our “requests known unto God,” which includes not oul 
our desires for good generally ; but also those particular Tequests which are suggested by special 


“Pray for the peace of Jerusalem, they shall prosper that love thee :” in Zech, x, 1, “Ask ye 
of the Lord rain in the time of the latter rain; so the Lord shall make bright clouds,” (or 
iehteies) “and give them showers of rain, to every one grass in the field:” in 1 'Tim. ii, 1-3, 
“TY exhort therefore that, first of all, supplications, prayers, intercessions,.and giving of thanks, 


peaceable life in all godliness and honesty ; for this is good and acceptable in the sight of God 


our Saviour,” &c. More particular intercession for others is also authorized and. enjoined : 
“Peter was therefore kept sr re ; but prayer was made without ceasing of the ehurch unte 
God for him,” Acts xii, 5, “N, 
and for the love of the Spirit, that ye strive together with me in your prayers to God for me ; 
that I may be delivered from them that do not believe in Judea,” &c, Rom. xy, 30. “Confess 
your faults one to another, and pray one for another, that ye may be healed,” James v, 16. 
It follows, therefore, from these Scriptural passages, that prayer is a duty; that it is made 
@ condition of our receiving good at the hand of God ; that every case of personal pressure, or 


name of Christ, with confession of our sins, and a thankfal acknowledgment of his mercies,” 
The reason on which this great and efficacious duty rests, has been a subject of some debate, 

On this point, however, we have nothing explicitly stated in the Scriptures. From them we 

learn only, that God has appointed it; that he enjoins it to be offered in faith, that is, faith in 


respects, radical changes in the character of man, which we are taught, by inspired authority, 


but simply repentance? yet that is expressly said to be the “ gift? of Christ, and supposes 
strong operations of the illuminating and convincing Spirit of Truth, the Lord and Giver of 
spiritual life; and if the mere acts and habit of prayer had efficiency enough to produce a 
Scriptural repentance, then every formalist attending with ordinary seriousness to his devo- 


nature, that an agency far above our own, however we may employ it, must be supposed; or else, 
if our own prayers could be efficient up to this point, we might, by the continual application 
of this instrument, complete our regeneration, independent of that grace of God, which, after 
all, this theory brings in. It may indeed be said that the grace of God operates by our pray~ 
ers to produce in us a state of moral fitness to receive the blessings we ask. But this gives up 
the point contended for, the moral efficiency of prayer; and refers the efficiency to another 
agent working by our prayers as an instrument, Still, however, it may be affirmed, that the. 
Scriptures no where represent prayer as an instrument for improving our moral state, though 
in the hands of Divine grace, in any other way than as the means of bringing into the’ soul 


Sg ee » 


i a 


564 : THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. _ [part 


affect: the relevancy of this to ordinary cases. By whatever means God may be pleased to 
fasten the conviction of our spiritual danger upon our minds, and to awaken us out, long 
sleep of sin, that conviction must precede real prayer, and comes from the influence grace, 
rendering the means of conviction effectual. Thus it is not the prayer which produces the 
conviction, but the conviction which gives birth to the prayer; and if we pursue the matter inte 
its subsequent stages, we shall come to the same result. We pray for what we feel we want; _ 
that is, for something not in our possession; we obtain this either by impartation from God, 
to whom we look up as the only Being able to bestow the good for which we ask him ; or else 
we obtain it, according to this theory, by some moral efficiency bemg given to the exercise of 
raying to work it in us. Now, the latter hypothesis is in many cases manifestly absurd. 

é ask for pardon of sin, for instance ; but that is an act of God done for us, quite distinet 
from any moral change which prayer may be said to produce in us, whatever efficiency we 
may ascribe to it; for no such change in us can be pardon, since that must proceed from the 
party offended. We ask for increase of spiritual strength; and prayer is the expression of 
that want. But if it supply this want by its own moral per it must supply it in pro- 
portion to its intensity and earnestness; which intensity and earnestness can only be called 
forth by the degree in which the want is felt, so that the case supposed is contradictory and 
absurd, as it makes the sense of want to be in proportion to the supply which ought to abate 
~ or remove it. And if it be urged, that prayer at least produces in us a fitness for the supply 
of spiritual strength, because it is excited by a sense of our wants, the answer is, that the 
fitness contended for consists in that sense of want itself, which must be produced in us by the 
previous agency of grace, or we should never pray for supplies. There is, in fact, nothing in 
prayer simply which appears to have any adaptation, as an instrument, to effect a moral 
change in man, although it should be supposed to be made use of by the influence of the Holy 
Spirit. The word of God is properly an instrument, because it contains the doctrine whicl: 
that Spirit explains and applies, and the motives to faith and obedience which he enforces 
upon the conscience and affections; and though prayer brings these truths and motives before 
us, prayer cannot properly be said to be an instrument of our regeneration, because that which 
is thus brought by prayer to bear upon our case Is the word of God itself introduced into our 
prayers, which derive their sole influence in that respect from that circumstance. Prayer 
simply is the application of an insufficient to a sufficient Being for the good which the former 
cannot otherwise obtain, and which the latter only can supply; and as that supply is depend- 
ent upon prayer, and in the nature of the thing consequent, prayer can in no good sense be 
said to be the instrument of supplying our wants, or fitting us for their supply, except rela~ 
tively, as a mere condition appointed by the donor. 

If we must inquire into the reason of the appointment of prayer, and it can scarcely be 
considered asa purely arbitrary institution, that reason seems to be, the preservation in the 
minds of men of-a solemn and impressive sense of God’s agency in the world, and the depend- 
ence of all creatures upon him. Perfectly pure and glorified beings, no longer in a state of 
probation, and therefore exposed to no temptations, may not need this institution ; but mem 
in their fallen state are constantly prone to forget God; to rest in the agency of second causes ; 
and to build upon a sufficiency in themselves. ‘This is at once a denial to God of the glory 
which he rightly claims, and a destructive delusion to creatures, who, in forsaking God as the 
object of their constant affiance, trust but in broken reeds, and attempt to drink from “broken 
cisterns which can hold no water.” It is then equally in mercy to us, as in respect to his own 
honour and acknowledgment, that the Divine Being has suspended so many of his blessings, ank 
those of the highest necessity to us, upon the exercisqof prayer; an act which acknowledges 
his Ricsisralleels agency, and the dependence of all creatures upon him; our insufficiency, and 
his fulness; and lays the foundation of that habit of gratitude and thanksgiving whieh: isiat 
once so meliorating to our own feelings, and so conducive to a cheerful obedience to the wilt 
of God. And if this reason for the injunction of prayer is no where in Scripture stated in so 
many words, it is a principle uniformly supposed! as the foundation of the whole scheme of 
religion which they have revealed. 

To this duty objections have been sometimes offered, at which it may be well at least to glance. 

One has been grounded upon a supposed predestination of all things which come to pass ; 
and the argument is, that as this established predetermination of all things cannot be altered, ' 
prayer, which supposes that God will depart from it, is vain and useless. ‘The answer which 
a pious predestinarian would give to this objection is, That the argument drawn from the 
predestination of God lies with the same force against every other human effort, as against 
prayer; and that as God’s predetermination to give food to man does not render the cultiva- 
tion of the earth useless and impertinent, so neither does the predestination of things shut out 
the necessity and efficacy of prayer. It would also be urged, that God has ordained the means. 
as well as the end; and although he is an unchangeable Being, it is a part of the unchangeable 
system which he has established, that prayer shall be heard and accepted. 

Those who have not these views of predestination will answer the objection differently ; for 
if the premises of such a predestination as is assumed by the objection, and conceded in the 
answer, be allowed, the answer is unsatisfactory. The Scriptures represent God, for instance, 
as purposing to inflict a judgment upon an individual or a nation, which purpose is often changeé 
by prayer. In this case either God’s purpose must be denied, and then his threatenings are 
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to words without meaning; or the purpose must be allowed, in which case either 
aks In upon predestination, if understood absolutely, or it is vain and useless, ‘To 
C n so drawn out it is clear that no answer's given by saying that the means as well 
as the end are predestinated, slice prayer in such cases is not a means to the end, but an 
instrument of thwarting it; £ is a means to one end in opposition to another end, which, if 
~ equally predestinated with the same absoluteness, is a contradiction. ae Ere 

_ The true answer is, that although God has absolutely predetermined some things, there are 
others, which respect his government of free and accountable agents, which he has but condi- 
tionally predetermined. The true immutability of God, we have already showed, (9) consists, 
not in his adherence to his purposes, but in his never changing the principles of his administra- 
tion; and he may therefore in perfect accordance with his preordination of things, and the 
immutability of his nature, purpose to do, under-certain conditions dependent upon the free 
agency of man, What he will not do ‘under others; and for this reason, that an immutable 
adherence to the principles of a wise, just, and gracious government, requires it. Prayer is in 
Scripture made one of these conditions: and if God has established it as one of-the principles 
of his moral government to accept prayer, in every case in which he has given us authority to 
ask, he has not, we may be assured, entangled his actual'government of the world with the 
bonds of such an eternal predestination of particular events, as either to reduce prayer to a 
mere form of words, or not tobe able himself, consistently with his decrees, to answer it, _ 
whenever it is encouraged by his express engagements, agen 

A second objection is, that as God is infinitely wise and good, his wisdom and justice will 
lead him to bestow “ whatever is fit for us without praying; and if any thing be not fit for us, 
‘we cannot obtain it by praying.” -To this Dr. Paley very well replies, (1) “That it may be 
agreeable to perfect wisdom to grant that to our prayers which it would not have been agreeable 
to the same wisdom to have given us without praying for.” This, independent of the question 
of the authority of the Scriptures which explicitly enjoin prayer, is the best answer which can 
be given to the objection; and it is no small confirmation of it, that it is obvious to every 
reflecting man, that for God to withhold favours till asked for, “tends,” as the same writer 
observes, “to encourage devotion among his rational creatures, and to keep up and circulate 
a knowledge and sense of their dependenc @pon Him,” 

But it is urged, “God will always do what is best from the moral perfection of his nature, 
whether we pray or not.” This objection, however, supposes that there is but one mode’o 
acting for the best, and that the Divine will is necessarily determined to that mode only ; 
“both which positions,” says Paley, “presume a knowledge of universal nature, much beyond 
what we are capable of attaining.” It is, indeed, a very unsatisfactory mode of speaking, to 
say, God will always do what is best ; since we can conceive him capable in all cases of doing 
what is still better for the creature, and also that the creature is capable of receiving more 
and more from his infinite fulness for ever. All that can be rationally meant by such a phrase 
is, that in the cirewmstances of the case, God will always do what is most consistent with his 
own wisdom, holiness, and goodness; but'then the disposition to pray, and the act of praying, 
add -a new circumstance to every case, and often bring many other new circumstances along 
with them. It supposes humility, contrition, and: trust, on-the part of the creature; and an 
acknowle nt of the power and compassion of God, and of the merit of the atonement of 
Christ: : hich are manifestly new positions, So to speak, of the circumstances of the creas 
ture, which, upon the very principle of the objection, rationally understood, must be taken 
ito consideration. eo : 

But if the efficacy of prayer as to ourselves be granted, its influence upon the case of others is 
said to be more difficult to conceive. ‘This may be allowed without at. all affecting the duty. 
Those who bow to the authority of the Scriptares, will see, that the duty of praying for our- 
selves and for others rests upon the same Divine appointment; and to those who ask for the 
reason of such intercession in behalf of others, it is sufficient to reply, that the efficacy of prayer 
being established in one case, there is the same-reason to conclude that our prayers may 
benefit others, as any other effort we may use. It can only be by Divine appointment that 
one creature is made dependent upon another for any advantage, Since 1t was doubtless in the 
power of the Creator to have rendered each independent of all but himself, Whatever reason, 
therefore, might lead 41m to connect and interweave the interests of one man with the bene- 
volence of anothes, will be the leading reason for that kind of mutual dependence which is 
implied in the benefit of mutual prayer. Were it only that a previous sympathy, charity, and 
good will, are implied in the duty, and must, indeed, be cultivated in order to it, and be 
strengthened by it, the wisdom and benevolence of the institution would, it is presumed, be 
apparent to évery well constituted mind. That all prayer for others must proceed upon a less 

tfect kuowledge of them than we have of ourselves, is certain: that all our petitions must 
Be, even in our own mind, more conditional than those which respect ourselves, though many, 
of these must be subjected to the principles of a general administration, which we but partially 
apprehend ; and that all spiritual influences upon others, when they are the subject of our 
prayers, will be understood by us as liable to the control of their free agency, must also be 
conceded ; and, therefore, when others are concerned, our prayers may often be partially 


(9) Part ii, chap, 28, (1) Moral Philosophy, 
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imply a holy and devotional frame and temper af auladl, Anal et 
merely acts of prayer performed at intervals, The high and unspeakable advantages of this 
habit, are, that it induces a watchful and guarded mind; prevents religion fram deteriorating 
into form without life; unites the soul to God, its light and strength; Induces continual sup- 
plies of Divine influence ; and opposes an effectual harrier, by the grace thus aqquired, against 
the encroachments of worldly anxieties, and the foree of temptauohs. The existence of this 
spirit of prayer and thanksgiving is one of the grand distinctions between nominal and real 
Christians; and by it the measure of vital and effective Christianity enjoyed by any individual 
may ordinarily be determined. = ost * S . ; 
Private PRAYER. This, asa ; Fests upon examples ‘good men in Soripture 

several passages of an injunctive che danter i tin Qld Testaneant; in the New, upar the 
express words of our Lord, which, while they suppose the practice of individual to hare 
been generally acknowledsed as obligatory, enjoin t xt should be scly priate 
thou, when thou prayest, enter into-thy closet, (3) and whee thou hast shut the: 
thy Father which is in secret, and thy Father which seeth in steret shall reward thee 
In this respect, also, Christ has himself placed us under the obligation of his own > 
the Evangelists having been inspired to put on record stveral.instances of his retirement into 
absolute privacy that he might “pray.” “The reason for this institation of private devotion 
appears to have been to incite us to & friendly nad confiding intercourse with im all those 

ticular cases which most’eoncern our feelings our interests; and it is a most affecting 
instance of the condescension and sympathy of God, Det we are thus allowed to use a freedam 
with him, in “ pouring out our hearts,” which we could not with our best and dearest fiends, 
It is also most worthy Of our notice, that when this duty is &¥gined upon us by our Lord, he 

sents the Divine Being before us undera relation most ofall ade inspi P 
confidence with which he would have us to approach him:—“Prapxe thy Farasr which is. - 
in secret’ Thus is the dread of his Omniscienee, indicated by his “sexi ng in secret,” and of 
those other overwhelming attributes which Omnipresence and Omni cannet fil to 
5S t, mitigated, or only employed to inspire greater freedom, and a affiance. 

AMILY PRAYER. Paley states the peculiar use of family prayer to consist in its influence 
upon servants and children, whose attention may be mare easily commanded by this than by 
public worship. “The example and authority of a master father act, also, in this way 
with greater force; and the ardour of devotion is better supported, and the sympathy more 
easily propagated through a small assembly, connected by the affections of domestic society, 
than in the presenee of a mixed congregation.” There is, doubtless, weight in these remarks; 
but they are defective, both in not stating the obliguéion of this important daty, and in not fully 
exhibiting its advantages. - 


(2) Eus ro raweetov. Kuinoel observes, that the word “answers to the Hebrew 9, an upper room sat 
apart for retirement and prayer; among the Orientals.” 
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ice of an express precept for family worship has, it is true, been urged against its » 
y some who have still considered it as. a prudential and useful ordinance, But 
on of so important a duty is not to be conceded for a moment, since it so plainly 
ris of the very constitution of a family; and is confirmed by the earliest examples of the 
church of God. On the first of these points the following observations, from a very able and 
interesting work, (3) are of great weight :— bei Meroe gh bis #e 

“The disposition of some men, professing Christianity, to ask peremptorily for a particular 
precept in all cases of incumbent moral duty, is one which every Christian would do well to 
examine; het only that he may never be troubled with it himself, but that he may be at no 
Joss in answering euch a man, if he is called to converse with him. The particular duty to 
which he refers,—say, ‘x example, famil worship,—is comparatively of small account. “His 
question itself is indicative ant merely of great ignorance; it is symptomatic of the want of 
religious principle. When a man. says that he can‘only be bound to such a duty, a moral duty, 
by a positive and particular precept, Lem satisfied that he could not perform it, in obedience 
to any precept whatever; nor could he even now, though he were to try. The truth is, that 
this man has no disposition toward such worship, ond he rather requires to be informed of the 
grounds of all such obligation. ; ; i 

“The duty of family devotion, therefore, let it be remembered, though it had been minutely 
enjoined as to both substance and season, would not, after all, have been founded only onsuch 
injunctions. I want the reader thoroughly to understand the character of-a Christian, the 
constitution of the family; and out of this character and that constitution, he will find certain 
duties to arise necessarily; that. is, they are essential to the continuance and well being of 
nimself as a Christian parent, and of the constitution over which he is set. In this case there 
can be no question as to their obligation, and for a precept there is nonecessity. The Almighty, 
in his word, has not only said nothing in vain, but nothing except what is necessary. Now, 
as to family worship, for a particular precept I have no wish ; no, not even for the sake of 
others, because I am persuaded that the Christian, in his sober senses, will naturally obey, and: 
no other’ can. 

“To apply, however, this request for a precise precept to some other branches of family 
duty: What would be thought of me, were I to demand an express precept to enforce my 
obligation to feed my children, and another to oblige tne to clothe them? one to express my 
obligation to teach them the use of letters, and another to secure my training them to lawful 
or creditable professions or employments? ¢ All this,’ very properly you might reply, ‘is absurd 
in the highest degree; your obligation rests on much higher ground; nay, doth not nature 
itself teach you in this, and much more than this?” ‘Very true,” I reply; ‘and is.renewed 
nature, then, not to teach me far more still? To what other nature are such words as these 
addressed 7—Whatsoever things are true, whatsoever things are honest, whatsoever things are just, 
whatsoever things are pure, whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever things are of good report, if 
there be any virtue, and if there be any praise, think on these things.’ 

Spat lit however, of all this evidence with any rational Christian parent, I may 
eonfirm and establish his mind on much higher ground than even that which these pointed 
examples afford. To such a parent I might say, “Without hesitation, you will admit that 
your obligations to your family are to be measured now, and on the day of final account, b 

our capacily,—as a man by your natural, as a Christian by your spiritual, capacity? and, 
Lawever you may feel conscious of falling short daily, that you are under obligation to honour 
God to the utmost limit of this capacity? You will also allow that, standing where you do, you 
are not now, like a solitary orphan without relatives, to be regarded only as a single individual, 
God himself, your Creator, your Saviour, and your Judge, regards you as the head of a family ; 
and, therefore, in possession of a sacred trust; you have the care of souls? Now if you really 
do measure obligation by capacity, then you will also at once allow, that you must do what 
you can, that he may, from your family, have as much honour as possible. 

“ ‘Without hesitation you will also allow that God daily preserves you? And does he not 
also preserve your family? But if he preserves, he has a right of property in each and all under 
yourroof. Shall he not, therefore, have from you acknowledgment of this? If daily he preserves, 
shall he not be daily acknowledged? And if acknowledged at'all, how ought he to be so, if not 
upon your knees? And how can they know this, if they do not hear it? pret 

“ «Without hesitation you will also allow that you are a social as well asa teasonable being? 
And often have you, therefore, felt how much the soothing influence of their sweet society has 
sustained you under your cares and trials, and grief itself. O! surely then, as a social being, 
you owe to them social worship; nor should you ever forget, that, in ancient days, there was 
social worship here before it could be any where else.’ ” A 

The same excellent writer has not, in his subsequent argument, given to the last remark in 
the above quotation all the force which it demands; for that social worship existed before 
worship more properly called public, that is, worship in indiscriminate assemblies, is the point 
which when followed out, most fully establishes the obligation. A great part, at least, of the 
worship of the Patriarchal times was domestic. 'The worship of God was observed in the 
families of Abraham, Jacob, and Job; nay, the highest species of worship, the offering of 


(3) Anderson on the Domestic Constitution, 
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sacrifices, which it could not have been without Divine appointment. It arose, there fore, out 
of the original constitutign of a family, that the father and natural head was inves ith a ° 
sacred and religious’ character, and that with reference to his family; and if this has never 


been revoked by subsequent prohibition; but on the contrary, if its contmuanc has been 
subsequently recognised; then the family priesthood continues in force, and stands on the 
same ground as several other religious obligations, which have passed from one dispensation. 
of revealed religion to another, without express reénactment. tis ; 

Let us then inquire, whether any such revocation of this office, as originally vested in the 
father of a family, took place after the appointment of a particular order of priests under the 
Mosaic economy. It is true that national sacrifices were offered by the Asronical priests, and 
— some. of those consuetudinary sacrifices, which, in the Patrisxchal ages, were offered 

y the heads of families, and had reference specially to the general dispensation of religion 
under which every family was equally placed; yet the passover was a solemn religious act, 
the domestic nature of which is plainly marked, and+« ‘was to be an ordinance for ever, and 
therefore was not taken out of the hands of the heads of families by the institution of the 
Aaronical priesthood, although the eeresony comprehended several direct acts of worship. 
The solemn instruction of the family is also in the law of Moses enjoined upon the father, 
“Thou shalt teach them diligently to thy children ;” and he was also directed to teach them 
the import of the different festivals, and other commemorative institutions. Thus the original 
relation of the father to his family, which existed in the Patriarchal age, is seen still in existence, 
though changed in some of its circumstances by the law. He is still the religious teacher ; 
still he offers prayers for them to God; and still “ blesses,”—-an act which imports both prayer, 

raise, and official benediction. So the family of Jesse had a yearly sacrifice, 1 Sam. xx, 6. 
So David, although not a priest, returned to “bless his household ;” and our Lord filled the 
office of the master of a family, as appears from his eating the passover with his disciples, and 
presiding as such over the whole rite: And although the passage, “Pour out thy fury upon 
the Heathen, and upon the families which call not upan thy name,” Jer. x, 25, does not perhaps 
decidedly refer to acts of domestic worship, yet 3 is probable that the hraseology was influ- 
enced by that practice among the pious Jews themselves ;—neither did the Heathen nationally, 
nor in their families, acknowledge God.. Nor is ita trifling confirmation of the ancient practice 
of a formal and visible domestic religion, that in Paganism, which corrupted the forms of the 
true religion, and especially those of the Patriarchal dispensation, we see the signs of a family 
as well asa publicidolatry, as exhibited in their private “chambers of magery,” their household. 
deities ; and the religious ceremonies which it was incumbent upon the head of every house te 

rform. : 

PeThe sacred character and office of the father and master of a household, passed from Judaism, 
into Christianity; for here, also, we find nothing which revokes and repeals it. A duty so 
well understood both among Jews and even Heathens, as that the head of the house ought to 
influence its religious character, needed no special injunction... The father or master who 
believed was baptized, and all his “house ;” the first religious societies were chiefly domestic ; 
and the antiquity of domestic religious services among Christians, leaves it unquestionable, 
that, when the number of Christians increased so as to require a separate assembly in some 
common room or church, the domestic worship was not superseded. But for the division of 
verses in the fourth chapter of the Epistle.to the Colossians, it would scarcely have been 
suspected that-the-first and second verses contained two distinet and unconnected precepts, 
—Masters, give unto your servants that which is just and equal, knowing that ye also have 
a Master in heaven; continue in prayer, and watch it the same with thanksgiving ;” a collo- 
cation of persons and duties which seems to intimate that the sense-of the Apostle was, that 
the “servant,” the slave, should partake of the benefit of those continual prayers and daily 
thanksgivings which it is enjoined upon the master to offer. : 

As the obligation to this branch of devotion is passed over by Paley, so the advantages of 
family worship are but very imperfectly stated by him. The offering of prayer to God in a 
family cannot but lay the ground of a special regard to its interests and concerns on the part 
of him, who is thus constantly acknowledged; and the advantage, therefore, is more than a 
mere sentimental one; and more than that of giving effect to the “master’s example.” The. 
blessings of providence and of graces defence against evil, or peculiar supports under it; ma; 
thus be expected from Him, who has said, “In all thy ways acknowledge him, and he shall 
direct thy paths;” and that when two or three are met in his name, he is “in the midst of them.” 

_ The family-is a “church in a house ;” and its ministrations, as they are acceptable to God,. 
eannot but be followed by his direct blessing. . : 

Pusiic PRAYER, under which we include the assembling of ourselves together for every, 
branch of public worship. : : 

The Scriptural obligation of this is partly founded upon example, and partly upon precept; _ 
so that no person who admits that authority, can question this great duty without manifest 
and criminal inconsistency. The institution of buble worship under the law; the practice of 
synagogue worship among the Jews, from at least the time of Ezra, (4) cannot be questioned ; 

(4) Some writers contend that synagogues were as old as the ceremonial law. That they were ancient is 


proved from Acts xv, 21,—‘ Moses of old time hath in every city them that preach him, being read in the 
synagogues every Sabbath day.’ 
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both which were sanctioned by the practice of our Log. pad his Apostles. The course of the 
syn ae worship became indeed the model of that ofthe Christian church. It consisted in 
prayer, reading and explaining the Scriptures, and singing of psalms; and thus one of the most 
important means of instructing nations, and of spreading and maintaining the influence of 
morals and religion among’a people, ‘passed from. the Jews into all Christian countries. 

_ The preceptive authority for our regular attendance upon public worship, is either inferential 
or direct. ‘The command to publish the Gospel includes the obligation of assembling to hear 
it; ihe name by which a Christian society is designated in Scripture, is a church; which 
signifies an “assembly” for the transaction of some business; and, in the case of a Christian 
assembly, the business must be necessarily spiritual, and include the.sacred exercises of prayer, 
praise, and hearing the Scriptures. But we have more direct precepts, although the practice 
was obviously continued from Judaism, and was therefore consuetudinary. Some of the 
Epistles of Paul are commanded to be read in the churches, The singing of psalms, hymns, 
and spiritual songs, is enjoined as an act of solemn worship “to the Lord;” and St. Paul 
cautions the Hebrews that they “forsake not the assembling of themselves together.” The 
practice of the primitive age isalso manifest from the Epistles of St. Paul.. The Lord’s Supper 
was celebrated by the body of believers collectively; and this Apostle prescribes to.the Corinth- 
ians regulations for the exercises of prayer and prophesyings, “when they came together in 
the church,”—the assembly. The statedness and order of these “holy offices” in the primitive 
church, appears also from the Apostolical Epistle of St. Clement: ‘We ought also, looking 
into the depths of the Divine knowledge, to do all things in order, whatsoever THE Lorp hath 
commanded to be done. We ought to make our oblations, and perform our holy offices, at their 
appointed seasons; for these he hath commanded to be done, not irregularly or by chance, but, 
at determinate times and hours; as he hath likewise ordained by his supreme will, where, and 
by what persons, they shall be performed; that so all things being done according to his 
pleasure, may be acceptable in his sight.” This passage is remarkable for urging a Divine 
authority for the public services of the church, by which St. Clement, no doubt, means the 
authority of the inspired directions of the Apostles. 

The ends of the institution of public worship are of such obvious importance, that it must 
ever be considered as one of the most condescending and gracious dispensations of God to man. 
By this his Church confesses his name ‘before the world; by this the public teaching of his 
word is associated with acts calculated to affect the mind with that solemnity which is the 
best preparation for hearing it toedification. It is thus that the ignorant and vicious are collected 
together, and instructed and warned; the invitations of merey_are published to the guilty, and 
the sorrowful and afflicted-arc—comforted. In these assemblies God, by his Holy Spirit, 
diffuses his vital and sanciifying influence, and takes the devout into a fellowship.with himself, 
from which they derive strength to do and to suffer his will in the various scenes of life, while 
he thus affords them a foretaste of the deep and hallowed pleasures which are reserved for 
them at “his right hand for evermore.” Prayers and intercessions are here heard for national 
and public interests ; and while the benefit of these exercises descends upon a country, all are 
kept sensible of the dependence of every public and personal_interest_upon-God. Praise 
calls forth the grateful emotions, and gives cheerfulness to piety ; and that “instruction in 
righteousness,” which is so perpetually repeated, diffuses the principles of morality and religion 
throughout society ; enlightens and gives activity to conscience ;, raises the standard of morals ; 
attaches shame to vice, and praise to virtue; and.thus exerts a powerfully Purifying influence 
‘upon mankind, Laws thus receive a force, which, in other circumstances, they could not 
acquire, even were they enacted in as great perfection; and the administration of justice is 
aided by the strongest possible obligation and sanction being given to legal oaths. ‘The 
domestic relations are rendered more strong and interesting by the very habit of the attendance 
of families upon the sacred services of the sanctuary of the Lord; and the rich and the poor 
meeting together there, and standing on the same common ground of sinners before God, 
equally dependent upon him, and equally suing for his mercy, has a powerful, though often 
an insensible, influence in humbling the pride which is nourished by superior rank, and in 
raising the lower classes above abjectness of spirit, without injuring their humility. Piety, 
benevolence, and patriotism, are equally dependent for their purity and vigour upon the regular 
and devout worship of God in the simplicity of the Christian dispensation. 

A few words on liturgies or forms of prayer may here have a proper place. j 

The necessity of adhering to the simplicity of the first age of the church, as to worship, need 
_ scarcely be defended by argument. If no liberty were intended to be given to accommodate 
_ the modes of worship to the circumstances of different people and times, we should, no doubt, 
have had some express directory on the subject in Scripture ; but in the exercise of this liberty 
steady regard is to be paid to the spirit and genius and simple character of Christianity, and 
a respectful deference to the practice of the Apostles and their immediate successors. ith- 
out these, formality and superstition, to both of which human nature is very: lable, are apt to 
be induced ; and when once they enter they increase, as the history of the church sufficiently 
shows, indefinitely, until true religion is buried beneath the mass of observances which have 
been introduced as her aids and handmaids. Our Lord’s own words are here directly appli- 
cable and important: “God is a Spirit; and they that worship him, must worship him in 
spirit and in truth.” The worship must be adapted to the spiritual nature of God, and to his 
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revealed perfections.. 'To such a Being the number of prayers, the quantity of worship so to 
speak, i corrupt churches have attached so ok importance, can Wain: og As 
a Spirit he seeks’the worship of the spirit of man; and regards nothing external t wor- 
ip but as it is the expression of those emotions of humility, faith, gratitude, and hope, which 
are the principles he pometinner sd approves inman. “True” worship, we are also 
by these words, is the worship of the heart; it springs from humility, faith, gratitude, and 
hope; and its final cause, or end, is to better man, by bringing upon his affections the sancti- 
fying and comforting influence of grace. The modes of worship which best promote this end, 
and most effectually call these principles into exercise, are those therefore which best accord 
with our Lord’s rule: and if in the Apostolic age we see this end of worship most directly. 
accomplished, and these emotions most vigorously and with greatest purity excited, the novel- 
ties o' an invention can add nothing to the effect, and for that very reason have greatly 
diminished it. In the Latin and Greek churches we see a striking conformity in the vestments, 
the processions, the pictures, and i and other parts of a complex and gorgeous ceremonial, 
to the Jewish typical worship, and to that of the Gentiles, which was an imitation of it without 
typical meaning. But it is not even 2 menage that in these circumstances it is founded upon 
primitive practice ; or, if pretended, this is obviously an impudent assumption. ro. 

Liturgies, or forms of service, do not certainly come under this censure, except when they 
contain superstitious acts of devotion to saints, or are so complicated, numerous, and length- 
ened, that the only principle to shiek eer can be referred is the common, but unworthy 
notion, that the Divine Being is rendered placable by continued service; or that the wearisome 
exercise of vocal prayers, continued for long periods, and in painful postures, 1s a necessary 
penance to man, and, as such, acceptable to . In those Reformed Churches of Christendom 
in which they are used, they have been greatly abridged, as well as purified from the corrup- 
tions of the middle ages.. In some they are more copious than in others, while many religious 
societies have rejected their use altogether; and in a few they are so used as to afford competent 
space also for extempore devotion. ; B g 
_ The advocates and opponents of the use of forms of prayer in public worship have both run 
into great extremes, and attempted generally to prove too much against each other, 

If the use of forms of prayer in prose be objected to, their use in verse ought to be rejected 
on the same principle ; and extemporaneous psalms and hymns must, for consistency’s sake, 
be required of a minister, as well as extemporaneous prayers; or the practice of singing, as a 

art of God’s worship, must be given up. Ayah: Ifthe ms oo Se to the use ofa form of prayer 
not in its matter; but merely ast contains petitions not composed by ourselves, or by the 
officiating minister on the occasion; the same objection would le to our using any petitions 
found in the Psalms or other devotional parts of Scripture, although adapted to our case, and 
expressed in words far more fitting than our own. If we think precomposed prayers Incom-= 
patible with devotion, we make it essential to devotion that we should frame our desires into our 
own words; whereas nothing can be more plain, than that whoever has composed the words, 
if they correspond with our desires, they become the prayer of our hearts, and are, as such, 
acceptable to God. The objection to petitionary forms composed by others, supposes also that 
we know the things which it is proper for us to ask without the assistance of others. This 
may be sometimes the case; but as we must be taught what to pray for by the Holy Serip- 
wures, so, in proportion as we understand what we are authorized to pray for by those 
Scriptures, our prayers become more varied, and distinct, and comprehensive, and, therefore, 
edifying: But all helps to the understanding of the Scriptures, as to what they encourage us 
to ask of God, is a help to us in prayer. Thus the exposition of Christian privileges and 
blessings from the pulpit, affords us this assistance ; thus the public extempore prayers we 
hear offered by ministers and enlightened Christians, assist us in the same respect; and the 
written and recorded prayers of the wise and pious in different ages, fulfil the same office, and 
to so great an extent, that scarcely any who offer extempore prayer escape falling into phrases 
and terms of expression, or even entire petitions, which have been originally derived from 
liturgies. Even in extempore services, the child accustomed to the modes of precatory 
expression.used by the parent, and the people to those of their ministers, imitate them uncon- 
sciously ; finding the desires of their hearts already embodied in suitable and impressive words. 

-The objection, therefore, to the use of forms of prayer, when absolute, is absurd, and involves 
ee which no one acts upon, or can act upon. It also disregards example and antiquity, 

he high priest of the Jews pronounced yearly a form of benediction, The Psalms of David, 
and other inspired Hebrew poets, whether chanted or read makes no difference, were composed 
for the use of the sanctuary, and formed a part of the regular devotions of the people. Forms 
of prayer were used in the synagogue service of the Jews, which, though multiplied in subse- 
quent times, so as to render the service tedious and superstitious, had among them some that 
were in use between the return from-the captivity and the Christian era, and were therefore 
sanctioned by the: practice of our Lord and his Acting (5) John Baptist appears also to 
have given a form of prayer to his disciples, in which he was followed by our Lord. The latter 
has indeed been. questioned, and were it to be argued that our Lord intended that form ot 
prayer alone to be used, too much would be proved by the advocates of forms. On the other 


(5) Prideaux's Connection. Fol. edit. vol. i p. 304. 
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hand, although the words, “after this manner pray ye,” intimate that the Lord’s Prayer was 


as a model of prayer, so the words in anothe list, “when ye pray, say,” as full 
Sracite prayer, vangelist, ye pray, say, y 


an intention to prescribe a form. It seems, therefore, fair, to consider the 

Prayer as intended both as a model anda form; and he must be very fastidious who, ough 
he uses it as the model of his own prayers, by paraphrasing its petitions in his own words, 
“should scruple to use it in its native simplicity and force as a form. That its use as a form, 
ae not its exclusive use, was originally intended by our Lord, appears, I think, very 
, from the disciples desiring to be taught to pray, “as John taught his disciples.” If, as 
forms of prayer to their disciples, to be used in the form given, or to be enlarged upon by the 
fe at his pleasure, this would fully explain the request of the ong ee) However, without 
‘aying much stress upon the antiquity of this practice, we may urge, that if John Baptist geve 
a form of prayer to his followers, the conduct of our Lord in teaching his disciples to pray, by 
pea is manifestly a regularly connected series of petitions, is accordant with their request ; 
the Baptist only taught what topics ought to be introduced in prayer, and the disciples 
of Jesus wished to be instructed in like manner, it is difficult to account for their request beng 
granted, not by his giving directions as to the topics of prayer, but by his uttering a regular 
prayer itself. ‘That our Lord intended that prayer to be used as adapted to that period of his 
dispensation ; and that the petitions in pet form are admirably applicable to every period of 
Christianity, and may be used profitably; and that its use implies a devout respect to the 
words of Him “who spake as never man spake ;” are points from which there does not apper 

any reasonable ground of dissent. j bs ‘ : 

The ractice of the primitive church may also be urged in favour of liturgies. Founded 2s 
the early worship of Christians was, upon the model of the synagogue, the use of short forms 
of prayer, or collects, by them, is at least probable. It must indeed be granted that extend 
and regular liturgies were of a later date ; and that extempore prayers were constantly 
in their assemblies for public worship. This appears clear enough from several passages in 
St. Paul’s Epistles, and the writings of the Fathers; so that no liturgical service can be’ sp 
framed as entirely to shut out, or not to leave convenient space for, extempore prayer by the 
minister without departing from the earliest models.. But the Lord’s Prayer appears to have 
been in frequent use in the earliest times, and a series of collects; which seems allowed even 
By Lord King, although he proves that the practice for the minister to pray “according to hie 
ability,” (6) that is, to use his gifts in extempore prayer, was a constant part of the public 
worship in the first ages. Se 

Much, therefore, is evidently left to wisdom and prudence in a case where we have no explicit 
direction in the Scriptures; and as a general rule to be modified by circumstances, we nes. 
perhaps with safety affirm, that the best mode of public worship is that which unites a bri 
Scriptural liturgy with extempore prayers by the minister. This will more clearly appear if 
we consider the exceedingly futile character of those objections which have been reciprocally 
employed by the opponents and advocates of forms, when they have carried their views to an 
extreme. : 

‘To public liturgies it has been objected, that “forms of prayer composed in one age become 
unfit for another, by the unavoidable change of language, circumstances, and opinions.” To 
this-it may be answered, 1. That whatever weight there may be in the objection, it can only 
apply to cases where the form is, in all its parts, made imperative upon the officiating minister; 
or where the church imposing it, neglects to accommodate the liturgy to meet all such chang:s, 
when innocent. 2. That the general language of no form of prayer among ourselves, las 
become obsolete in point of fact; a few expressions only being, according to modern notions, 
uncouth, or unusual. 3. That the petitions they contain are suited, more or less, to all rren 
at all times, whatever may be their “circumstances ;” and that as to “opinions,” if they so 
change in a church as to become unscriptural, it is an advantage arising out of a public forn, 
that it is auxiliary to the Scriptures in bearing testimony against them; that a natural reye- 
rence for ancient forms tends to preserve their use, after opinions have becotne lax; and 
that they are sometimes the means of recovering a church from error. 

Another objection is, that the perpetual repetition of the same form of words produces 
‘weariness and inattentiveness in the congregation.. There is some truth in this; but it is ofen 
earried much too far. A devotional mind will not weary in the repetition of a Scriptural end 
well arranged liturgy, if not too long to be sustained by the infirmity of the body. Whether 
forms are used, or extempore prayer be practised, effort and application of mind are necessary 
in the hearer to enter into the spirit of the words; and each mode is wearisome to the careless 
and indevout, though not, we grant, in equal degrees. The objection, as far as it has any 
weight, would be reduced to nothing, were the liturgy. repeated only at one service on the 
Sabbath, so that at the others the minister might be left at liberty to pray with more direct 
reference to the special circumstances of the people, the church, and the world. — 

The general character which all forms of prayer must take, is a third objection; but this is 
not true absolutely of any liturgy, and much less of that of the Church of England. All prayer 


' (6) This expression occurs in Justin Martyr’s Second Apology, where he particularly describes the modg F 
of primitive worship 
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Beer. That greater particularity is often needed than this excellent form of prayer 
Sita ssh however be alowed; Sed. dhigien well on.qpeyahveed eveneaniennat 
stances, might a ee by the more frequent use of extempore prayer, without displacing 
the hvurgy itself. © objéctien, therefore, 


excluded, er confined within too narrow a Ihmit. i BE oi tee SRR yee 
Qn the other hand, the indiscriminate advocates of liturgies ha tied their objections to 
extempore prayer fo a very absurd extreme. Without a liturgy the folly and-enth of 
many, they say, is in danger of producing extravagant or impious addresses to God ; ‘aloe 
congregation is confused between their attention to the minister, and their own devotion, bei 
Srawet of exch petcien ten they hear it; and to this they .add the labouring r ction’ 
or tumultuous delivery of many exiempore speakers, The first and third of these objections 
fare feces only arbors Realnb nd tic, and i ministers are employed ; and 
s¢ the evil, which can but exist, is eaSily ed. e second objection lay as forcibly 
against the inspired prayers of the Scriptures. time they were bata. a5 aesinnt 


ad necessary 

<onfusion of mind produced; and impiety and en ‘ 
actempenn: Dea pushed bare brea so, conte Sree ee church, and that 
i @ not have been wholly prohibited to the clergy on all occasions, in later times... The 
facts, however, of our own age prove that there is, to say the least, an equal degree of devotion, 
a absence af of thought in the worshippers, where no liturgy is used, as 
where neq peyer is own. Instances of folly and enthusiasm are also but few in 
the ministry of 


; and when they occur they have a better rem en < 
do exchade extempore prayers by Nigegies, and thus to shut out the oe ea ee Eg 
‘oe SSE 


ef worship, for the loss of which no exclusive form of service can atone. a 
The whole, we think, comes to this,—that there are advantages in each mode of worship; 
_ and that, whea combined pradently, the public service of the sanctuary has its most perfect 
constitution. Much, however, in the practice of churches is fo be regulated by due-respect to 
differences of opinion, and even te prejudice, on a point upon which we are left at liberty by 
the Seriptarnss and which must therefore be ranked among things prudential. Here, as in 
many r things, Christians must give place to each other, and do all things “in charity.” 
PRaisk aND THANKSGIVING are implied in prayer, and included indeed in our definition of 
that duty, as given above. But beside those ascriptions of praise and expressions of gratitude, 
ich sre to be mingled with the preeatory part of our devotions, solemn psalms and hymns 
aise, to be sung with the ~neict sacl accorapapie’ ach te melody of the heart, are of 
i aaeneion, and form an important and exhilarating part of the worship of God, 
public or social __Tt is thus.that God icly acknowledged as the great source of 
all good, and the end to which all good ought again to tend in love and obedience; and the 
practice of stirring up our hearts to a thankful remembrance of his goodness, is equally import- 
t in its moral influence upon our feelings now, and as it tends to prepare us for our eternal 


se 


joyment perce: MB fol says a divine of the English Church, “awakens inusa — 
wants 


“swrrowful sense imperfections, and confession induces a sad remembrance of our 
ape presen but th: giving has nothing in it but a warm sense of the mightiest 
cre, and the most endearing goodness, as it is the oe. heart full of love, the free 
sully and emission of soul, that is captivated and endeared by kindness. To laud and magnify 
the Lord is the end for which we were born, and the heaven for which we were designed ; and 
when we are arrived to such a vigorous sense of Divine love as the blessed inhabitants of heaven _ 
have attained, we shall need no other pleasure or enjoyment to make us for ever happy, but 
only to sing eternal praises to God and the Lamb; the vigorous relish of whose unspeakable 
gpodness to us will so inflame our love, and animate our gratitude, that to eternal ages we 
stall never be able to refrain from breaking out into new songs of praise, and then every new | 
smg will create a new pleasure, and every new pleasure create a new song.” (7) eT 
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ares CHAPTER II. 
Tae Derirs we owe ro Gop.—Tue Lorn’s Day. 
As we have just been treating of the public worship of Almighty God, so we may fitly add 
same remarks upon the consecration of one day in,seven for that oneal that it ay be 10 


continued than on days in which the business of life calls for our exertions, and our minds be 
kept free from its distractions, ; : 


(7) Dr, Scott 
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- The obligation of a Sabbaticah institution upon Christians, ag well as the extent of it, have 
been the subjects of much yor A Christian churches themselves have differed ; and 
the theologians of the same church, * been written upon the subject om each side. 
and much research and learning employed, sometimes to darken a very plain subject. . a 
The circumstance, that the observance of a Sabbath is no where, in so manywords, enjoined: 
upon Christians, by our Lord and. his Apostles, has been assumed as the reason for so great 
~a license of criticism and argument as that which has been often indulged in to unsettle the: 
Sicietness of the obligation of this.duty. Its obligation has been. represented as standing upon. 
the ground of inference: only and therefore of human opinion; and thus the opinion against 
Sabbatical institutions has been held up as equally weighty with the opinion in their favour; 
and the liberty which has been claimed, has been too often hastily concluded to be Christian. 
liberty. This, however, is travelling much too fast; for if the case were as much a matter of 
inference, as such persons would have it, it does not follow that every inference is alike good ; 
or that the opposing inferences have an equal force of truth, any more than of piéty. 
. The question respects the will. of God as to this particular point,—whether one day in seven 
is to be wholly devoted to religion, exclusive of worldly business, and worldly pleasures? Now, 
there are but two ways in which the will of God can be collected from.his word; either by 
some explicit. injunction upon all, or by incidental, circumstances. Let, us then allow for a 
moment, that we have no such explicit injunction; yet we have certainly none to the con- 
trary: let us allow that we have only for our guidance in inferring the will of God in this, 
articular, certain circumstances declarative of his will; yet this important conclusion is 
mevitable, that all such indicative cireumstanges are in favour of a Sabbatical institution, and 
that there is not one which exhibits any thing contrary to it. The seventh day was hallowed 
at the close of the creation ; its sanctity was afterward marked by the withholding of the manna 
on that day, and the provision of a double supply on the sixth, and that previous to the giving 
of the law. from Sinai: it was then made a part of that great epitome of religious and moral 
duty, which God wrote with his own finger on tables of stone; it was a part of the public: 
political law of the only people to-whom Almighty God ever made himself a political head 
and ruler ; its observance is connected throughout the prophetic age with the highest promises, 
its violations with the severest maledictions; it was among the Jews in our Lord’s time a day 
of solemn religious assembling, and was so.observed by him; when changed to the first day 
of the week, it was the day on which the first Christians assembled ; it was called, by way of. 
eminence, “the Lord’s day ;” and we have inspired authority to say, that, both under the Old 
and New Testament dispensations, it is used as an expressive type of the heavenly and eternal. 
rest. Now, against all these circumstances so strongly declarative of the will of God, as to 
the. observance of a Sabbatical institution, what circumstance or passage of Scripture can be 
opposed, as bearing upon ita contrary indication? Truly not one; except those passages in 
St. Paul, in which he speaks of Jewish Sabbaths, with their Levitical rites, and of a distinction 
of days, both of which marked a weak or a criminal adherence to the abolished ceremonial 
dispensation; but which touch not the Sabbath as a branch of the moral law, or as-it, was 
changed, by the authority of the Apostles, to the first day of the week. a 
If, then, we were left to determine the point by inference merely, how powerful is the infer- 
ence as to what is the will of God with respect to the keeping of the Sabbath on the one hand, _ 
and how totally unsupported is the opposite inference on the other! cay 
It may also be observed, that those who will so strenuously insist upon the absence of an 
express command as to the Sabbath in the writings of the Evangelists and Apostles, as explicit 
as that of the Decalogue, assume, that the will of God is only obligatory when manifested in 
some one mode, which they judge to be most fit. But this is a monstrous hypothesis ; for 
however the will of God may be manifested, if it is with such clearness as to exclude all 
reasonable doubt, it is equally obligatory as when it assumes the formality of legal promul- 
gation. Thus the Bible is not all in the form of express and authoritative command ; it teaches 
by examples, by proverbs, by songs, by incidental allusions and occurrences; and yet is, 
throughent, a manifestation of the will of God as to morals and religion in their various 
branches, end if disregarded, it will be so at every man’s peril. _ ; 4 
But strong eg this ground is, we quit it for a still stronger, It is wholly a mistake, that the 
Sabbath, because not reénacted with the formality of the Decalogue, is not explicitly enjoined 
upon Christians, and that the testimony of Scripture to such an injunction is not unequivocal 
and irrefragable. We shall soon prove that the Sabbath was appointed at the creation of the 
world, and consequently for all men, and therefore for Christi 8} since there was never any 
repeal of the original institution, To this we add, that if the moral law be the law of Chris- 
tians, then is the Sabbath as explicitly enjoined upon them as upon the Jews. But that the 
moral law is our law, as well as the law of the Jews, all but Antinomians must acknowledge ; 
and few, we suppose, will be inclined to run into the fearful mazes of that error, m order to 
support lax notions as to the obligation of the Sabbath, into which, however, they must be 
plunged, if they deny the law of the Decalogue to be binding upon us. That it is so bound 
upon us, a few passages of Scripture will prove as well as many. 
Our Lord declares, that he came not to destroy the Law and the Prophets, but to fulfil. 
Take it, that by the “Law,” he meant both the moral and the ceremonial ; ceremonial law 
could only be fulfilled in him, by realizing its types; and moral law, by upholdmg its: 
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authority. For “the-Prophets,” they admit of a similar distinction ; they either enjoin moral- 
ity, or utter prophecies of Christ; the latter of which were. fulfilled in the sense of accom~ 
plishment, the former by being sanctioned and enforced. That the observance of the Sabbath 
is a part of the moral law, is clear from its being found in the Decalogue, the doctrine of which 
our Lord sums up in the moral duties of loving God and our neighbour ; and for this reason 
the injunctions of the Prophets, on the subject of the Sabbath, are to be regarded asa part of 
their moral teaching. (8) ‘Some divines have, it is true, called the observance of the Sabbath 
a positive, and not.a moral precept. If it were so, its obligation is precisely the same, in all 
cases where God himself has not relaxed it; and if a positive precept only, it has surely a 
special eminence given to it, by being placed in the list of the Ten Commandments, and being 
capable, with them, of an epitome which resolves them into the love of God and our neigh 
bour. (9) The truth seems to be, that it is a mixed precept, and not wholly positive ; but - 
intimately, perhaps essentially, connected with several moral principles, of homage to God, 
and mercy to men; with the obligation of religious worship, of public religious worship, and of 
undistracted public worship : and this will account for its collocation in the Decalogue with the 
highest duties of religion, and the leading rules of personal and social morality. : an 
he passage from our Lord’s sermon on the mount, with its context, is a sufficiently explicit 
enforcement-of the moral law, generally, upon his followers; but when he says, “The Sab- 
bath was made for man,” he clearly refers to its original institution, as a universal law, and 
not to its obligation upon the Jews only, in cotsequenee of the enactments of the law of 
Moses. It “was made for man,” not as he may be a Jew, or a Christian; but as man, a 
creature bound to love, worship, and obey his God and Maker, and on his trial for eternity. 

Another explicit proof that the law of the Ten Commandments, and, consequently, the law 
of the Sabbath, is obligatory upon Christians, is found in the answer of the Apostle to an 
objection to the doctrine of justification by faith, Rom. iii, 31, “Do we then make void the 
law through faith?” which is equivalent to asking, Does Christianity teach, that the law is 
no longer obligatory on Christians, because it teaches that no man can be justified by it? To 
this he answers, in the most solemn form of expression, “‘God forbid; yea, we establish the 
law.” ‘Now, the’ sense in which the Apostle uses the term, “the law,” in this argument, is 
indubitably marked in chap. vii, 7, “I had not known sin but by the law ; for I had not known: 
lust, except the law had said, Thou shalt not covet :” which being a plain reference to the tenth 
command of the Decalogue, as plainly shows that the Decalogue 1s “the law” of which he 
speaks. This, then, is the law which is “established” by the Gospel; and this can mean 
nothing else than the establishment and confirmation of its authority, as the rule of alf inward 
and outward holiness. Whoever, therefore, denies the obligation of the Sabbath on Christians, 
denies the obligation of the whole Decalogue; and there is no real medium between the acknow- 
ledgment of the Divine authority of this sacred institution, as a universal law, and that gross 
corruption of Christianity, generally designated Antinomianism. é 

Nor is there any force in the dilemma into which the Anti-Sabbatarians would push us, 
when they argue, that, if the case be so, then are we bound to the same Grentiutaniiot exacti- 
tude of obedience as to this command, as to the other precepts of the Decalogue ; and, there- 
fore, that we are bound to observe the seventh day, reckoning from Saturday, as the Sabbath 
day. But, as the command is partly positive, and partly moral, it may have circumstances 
which are capable of being altered in perfect accordance with the moral principles on which 
it rests, and the moral ends which it proposes. Such circumstances are not indeed to be 
judged of on our own authority. We must either have such general principles for our guid- 
ance as have been revealed by God, and cannot therefore be questioned, or some special 
authority from which there can be no just appeal. Now, though there is not on record any. 
Divine command issuéd to the Apostles, to change the Sabbath from the day on which it was 
neld by the Jews, to the first day of the week; yet, when we see that this was done in the 
Apostolic age, and that St. Paul speaks of the Jewish Sabbaths as not being obligatory upon 
Christians, while he yet contends that the whole moral law is.obligatory upon them ; che fair 
inference is, that this change of the day was made by Divine direction. It is at least more 
than inference, that the change was made under the sanction of inspired men; axd those men, 
the appointed rulers in the church of Christ; whose business it was to “set all things in 
order,” which pertained to its worship and moral government. We may rest well enough, 
therefore, satisfied with this,—that as a Sabbath is obligatory upon us, we act under Apostolic 
authority for observing it on the first day of the week, and thus commemorate at once the 
creation and the redemption of the world. ; : 

Thus, even if it were conceded, that the change of the day was made by the agreement of 
the Apostles, without express directions from Christ, (which is not probable,) it is certain that 
it-was not done without express authority confided to them by Christ; but it would not even 
follow from this change, that they did in reality make any alteration in the law of the Sabbath, 
either as it stood at the time of its original institution at the close of the creation, or in the 
Decalogue of Moses. ‘The same portion of time which constituted the seventh day from the 
creation, could not be observed in all parts of the earth ; and it is not probable, therefore, that 
the original law expresses more, than that a seventh day, or one day in seven, the seventh 


(8) See this stated more at Iarge, part ili, chap. i. (9) See p. 339. 
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day after six days of labour, should be thus appropriated, from whatever point the enumera- 
tion might set out, or the hebdomadal cycle begin. For if more had been intended, then it 
would have been necessary to establish a rule for the reckoning of days themselves, which has 
been different in different nations ; some reckoning from evening to evening’ as the Jews now 
do; others from midnight to midnight, &c. So that those persons in this country and in 

~ America, who hold their Sabbath on Saturday, under the notion of exactly conforming to the 
Old Testament, and yet calculate the days from midnight to midnight, have no assurance at 
ali that they do not desecrate a part of the original Sabbath, which might begin, as the Jewish- 
Sabbath now, on Friday evening; and, on the contrary, hallow a portion of a common day, 
by extending the Sabbath beyond Saturday evening. Even if this were ascertained, the 
differences of latitude and longitude would throw the whole into disorder ; andit Is not probable 
that a universal law should have been fettered with that circumstantial exactness, which would 
have rendered difficult, and sometimes doubtful, astronomical calculations necessary in order 
— being obeyed according to the intention of the Lawgiver. Accordingly we find, says Mr. 
Holden, that - : : : 

“In the original institution it is stated in general terms, that God blessed and sanctified the 
seventh day, which must undoubtedly imply the sanctity of every seventh day; but not that 
it is to be subsequently reckoned from the first demiurgic day. Had this been included in the 
command of the Almighty, something, it is probable, would have been added declaratory of 
the intention ; whereas expressions the most undefined are employed ; not a syllable is uttered 
concerning the order and number of the days; and it cannot reasonably be disputed that the 
command is truly obeyed by the separation of every seventh day, from common to sacred 
purposes, at whatever given time the cyele may commence. The difference in the mode of 
expression here from that which the sacred historian has-used in the first chapter, is very 
remarkable. At the conclusion of each division of the work of creation, he says, ‘'The evening 
and the morning were the first day,’ and so on; but at the termination of the whole, he merely 
calls it the seventh day; a diversity of phrase, which, as it would be inconsistent with every 
idea of inspiration to suppose it undesigned, must have been intended to denote a day, leaving 
it to each people as to what manner it is to be reckoned. The term obviously imports the 
period of the earth’s rotation round its axis, while it is left undetermined, whether it shall be 
counted from evening or morning, from noon or midnight. The terms of the law are, ‘Remember 
the Sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six days shalt thou labour, and ‘do all thy work; but the 
seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord thy God.—For in six days the Lord made heaven and 
earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh day; wherefore the Lord blessed 
the Sabbath day, and hallowed it’ © With respect to time, it is here mentioned in the same 
indefinite manner asvat its primeval institution, nothing more being expressly required than to 
observe a day of sacred rest after every six days of labour. The seventh day is to be kept 
holy ; but not a word is said as to what epoch the commencement of the series is to be reformed ; 
nor could the Hebrews have determined from the Decalogue what day of the week was to be 
kept as their Sabbath. The precept is not, Remember the seventh day of the week, to keep 
it holy, but ‘Remember the Sabbath day, to keep it holy ;’ and in the following explication of 
these expressions, it is not said that the seventh day of the week is the Sabbath, but without 
restriction, “The seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord thy God ;’ not the seventh according 
to any particular method of computing the septenary cycle; but,'in reference to the six before 
mentioned, every seventh day in rotation after six of labour.” (1) j 

Thus that part of the Jewish law, the Decalogue, which, on the authority of the New 
‘Testament, we have shown to be obligatory upon Christians, leaves the computation of the 
hebdomadal cycle undetermined; and, after six days of labour, enjoins the seventh as the 
Sabbath, to which the Christien practice as exactly conforms as the Jewish: It is not, how- 
ever, left to every individual to determine which day should be his Sabbath, though he should 
fulfil the law’so far as to abstract the seventh part of his time from labour. It was ordained 
for worship, for public worship; and it is therefore necessary that the Sabbath should be 
uniformly observed by a whole community at the same time. The Divine Legislator of the 
Jews interposed for this end, by special direction, as to his people. The first Sabbath kept in 
the wilderness was calculated from the first day in which the manna fell; and with no appa- 
rent reference to the creation of the world. By Apostolic authority, it is now fixed to be held 
on the first day of the week; and thus one of the great ends for which it was estabished, that 
it should be a day of “holy convocation,” is secured. 5 

The above observations proceed upon the ground, that the Sabbath, according to the fair 
interpretation of the words. of Moses, was instituted upon the creation of the world. - But we 
have had divines of considerable eminence in the English Church, who have attempted td 
disprove this. 'The reason of the zeal displayed by some of them on this question may be 
easily explained. A 

All the Churches of the Reformation did not indeed agree in their views of the Sabbath ; but 
the Reformers of England and Scotland generally adopted the strict and Scriptural view; and 
after them the Puritans. The opponents of the Puritans, in their controversies with them, 
and especially after the Restoration, associated a strict observance of the Sabbath with hypo- 


(1) Holden on the Sabbath. 
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crisy and cisstigalions and no small degree of ingenuity and learning was employed to prove, 
that, in the intervals of public worship, pleasure or business might be lawfully pursued; and 
that this Christian festiyal stands onentirely different grounds from that of the Jewish Sabbath. _ 
~The appointment of a Sabbath for man, at the close of the creation, was unfriendly to this 
notion; and an effort therefore was made to explain away the testimony of Moses in the book 
of Genesis, by alleging that the Sabbath is there mentioned by prolepsis or anticipation. Of 
the arguments of this class of divines, Paley availed himself in his ‘ Moral Philosophy,” and 
has become the most popular authority on this side of the question. : 

Paley’s argument is well summed up, and satisfactorily answered, in the able work which 
has been above quoted. < ; ; : 

. “Among those who have held that the Pentateuchal record, above cited, is proleptical, and 
that the Sabbath is to be considered a part of the peculiar laws of the Jewish polity, no one 
has displayed more ability than Dr. Paley. Others on the same side have exhibited far more 
extensive eae and have exercised much more patient research; but for acuteness of 
intellect, for coolness of judgment, and a habit of perspicacious reasoning, he has been rarely, 
if ever, excelled. ‘The arguments which he. has approved, must be allowed to be the chief 
strength of the cause; and, ashe is at once the most judicious and most popular of its advo- 
cates, all that he has advanced demands a careful and-candid examination. ‘The doctrine 
which he maintains is, that the Sabbath was not instituted at the-creation ; that it was designed 
for the Jews only ; that the assembling upon the first day of the week for the purpose of public 
worship, is a law of Christianity, of Divine appointment; but that the resting on it longer 
than is necessary for attendance on these assemblies, is an, ordinance of human. institution ; 
binding, nevertheless, upon the conscience of every individual of a country in which a weekly 
Sabbath is established, for the sake of the beneficial purposes which the public and regular 
observance. of it promotes, and recommended perhaps, in some degree, to. the Divine appro- 
bation, by the resemblance it bears to what God was pleased to make a solemn part of the 
law which he delivered to the people of Israel, and by its subserviency to many of the same 
uses. Such is the doctrine of this very able writer in his Moral and Political Philosophy; a 
doctrine which places the Sabbath on the footing of civil laws, recommended by their-expe- 
diency, and which, being sanctioned by so high an authority, has probably given great 
encouragement to the lax notions concerning the Sabbath which unhappily prevail. 

“Dr. Paley’s. principal argument is, that the first institution of the Sabbath took place 
during the sojourning of the Jews in the wilderness. Upon the complaint of the people for 
want of food, God was pleased to provide for their relief by a miraculous supply of manna, 
which was found every morning upon the ground about the camp: ‘And they gathered it 
every morning, every man according to his eating; and when the sun waxed hot, it melted. 
And it came to pass, that on the sixth day they. gathered twice as much bread, two omers for 
one man ; and all the rulers of the congregation came and told Moses. And he said unto them, 
This is that which the Lord hath said, To-morrow is the rest of the. holy. Sabbath unto the Lord : 
bake that which ye will bake to-day, and seethe that ye will seethe ; and that which remaineth 
over lay up for you, to be kept until the morning. “And they laid it up: till the morning, as 
Moses bade; and it did not stink, (as it had done. before, when some of them left it till the 
morning,) neither was there any worm therein. And Moses said, Eat that to-day ; for to-day 
ts. a Sabbath unto the Lord; to-day ye shall not find it in the field. Six days ye shall gather it, 
but on the seventh day, which is the Sabbath, in it there shall be none. And it came to pass, 
that there went out some of the people on the seventh day for to gather, and they found none. 
And the Lord said unto Moses, How long refuse ye to keep my commandments, and my laws? 
See, for that the Lord hath given you the Sabbath, therefore he giveth you on the sixth day the 
bread of two days; abide ye every man in his place; let no man go out of his place on the 
seventh day. So the people rested on the seventhday? —_- 

“From this passage, Dr. Paley infers that the Sabbath was first instituted in the wilderness ; 
but to preclude the possibility of misrepresenting his argument, I will quote his own words: 
‘Now, in my opinion, the transaction in. the wilderness above recited, was the first actual 
institution of the Sabbath. For if the Sabbath had been instituted at the time of the creation, 
as the words in Genesis may seem at first sight to import; and if it had been observed all 
along from that time to the departure of the Jews out of Egypt, a period of about two thoue | 
sand five hundred years; it appears unaccountable that no mention of it, no occasion of even 
the obscurest allusion to it, should occur, either in the general history of the world before the 
call of Abraham, which contains, we admit, only a few memoirs of its early ages, and those. 
extremely abridged ; or, which is more to be wondcred-at, in that.of the lives of the first three 
Jewish patriarchs, which, in many parts of the account, is sufficiently circumstantial and 
domestic. Nor-is there, in the passage above quoted from the sixteenth chapter of Exodus, 
any intimation that the Sabbath, when appointed to be observed, was only the revival of an 
ancient, institution, which had been neglected, forgotten, or suspended ; nor is any such neglect 
imputed either to the inhabitants of the old world, or to any part of the family of Noah; nor, 
lastly, is any permission recorded to dispense with the institution during the captivity of the 
Jews in Egypt, or on any other public emergency,’ ; 

“As to the first part of this reasoning, if it were granted that in the history of the patriarchal 
ages no mention is made of the Sabbath, nor eyen the obscurest: allusion to it, it would bs 
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unfair to conclude that it was not appointed previous to the departure of the children of Israel 
from Egypt. If instituted at the creation, the memory of it might have been forgotten in the 
lapse of time, and the growing corruption of the world; or, what is more probable, it-might _ 
have been observed by the patriarchs, though no mention is made of it in the narrative of their _ 
lives, which, however circumstantial in some particulars, is, upon the whole, very brief and 
eompendious. There are omissions in the sacred. history much more extraordinary. Except- 
ing Jacob’s supplication at Bethel, scarcely a single allusion’to prayer is to be found in all 
the Pentateuch; yet, considering the eminent piety of the worthies recorded in it, we cannot 
doubt the frequency of their devoti mal exercises. Circumcision being the sign, of God’s 
covenant with Abraham, was beyond all question punctually observed by the Israelites, yet, 
from their settlement in Canaan, no particular instance is recorded of it till the circumcision 
of Christ, comprehending a period of about one thousand five hundred years. No express 
mention of the Sabbath occurs in the books of J oshua, Judges, Ruth, the first and second of 
Samuel, or the first of Kings, though it was, doubtless, regularly observed all the time included 
in these histories. In the second book of Kings, and the first and second of Chronicles, it is 
mentioned only twelve times, and some of them are merely repetitions of the same’ instance. 
If the Sabbath is so seldom spoken of in this long historical series, it can be nothing wonderful 
if it should not be mentioned in the summary account of the patriarchal ages, abe 

. “But though the Sabbatlris not expressly mentioned in the history 6f the antediluvian and 

atriarchal ages, the observance of it seems to be intimated by the division of time into weeks. 

n relating the catastrophe of the flood, the historian informs us, that Noah, at the end of forty 
days, opened the window of the ark; ‘and he stayed yet other seven days, and again he sent 
forth the dove out of the ark; and the dove came in to him in the evening, and, lo, in her 
mouth was an olive leaf, pluckt off. So Noah knew that the waters were abated from off the 
earth. And he stayed yet other seven days, and sent forth the dove, which returned not 
again unto him any more.’ . The term ‘week? is used by Laban in reference to the nuptials 
of Leah, when he says, ‘ Fulfil her week, and we will give thee this also, for the service which 
thou shalt serve with me yet seven other years.’ A week of daysis here plainly signified, the 
same portion of time which, in succeeding ages, was set apart for nuptial festivities, as appears 
from the book of Esther, where the marriage feast of Vashti lasted seven days, and more 
particularly from the account of Samson’s marriage feast. J oseph and his brethren mourned 
for their father Jacob seven days. ar 

. “That the computation of time by weeks obtained from the most remote antiquity, appears 
from the traditionary and written records of all nations, the numerous and undeniable testis 
monies of which have been so often collected and displayed, that it would be worse than 
useless to repeat them. : : soft otit plese 

“Combining all these testimonies together, they fully establish. the «primitive custom of 
Measuring time by the division of weeks ; and prevailing as it did among nations separated’ 
by distance, having no mutual intercourse, and wholly distinet in manners, it must have 
originated-from one common source, which cannot reasonably be supposed any other than the 
memory of the creation preserved in the Noahic family, and handed down to their posterities. 
The computation by days, months, and years, arises from obvious causes, the revolution of 
the moon, and the annual and diurnal revolutions of the sun; but the division of time by 
periods of seven days, has no foundation in any natural or visible septenary change; it must, 
therefore, have originated from some positive appointment, or some tradition anterior to the 
dispersion of mankind, which cannot well be any other than. the memory of the creation and 
primeval blessing of the seventh day. é ; E 
“Dr. Paley’s next argument is, that ‘there is not in the sixteenth chapter of Exodus any 

mtimation that the Sabbath, when appointed to be observed, was only the revival of an 
ancient institution which had been neglected, forgotten, or suspended’ ‘The contrary, how- 
ever, seems thé more natural inference from the narrative. It is mentioned exactly in the 
way an historian would, who had occasion to speak of a well-known institution. For instance, 
when the people were astonished at the double supply of manna on the sixth day,- Moses 
observes, ‘This is that, which the Lord hath said, o-morrow is the rest of the holy Sabbath 
unto the Lord ;’ which, as far as we know, was never said previously to this transaction, but 
at the close of the creation. This, surely, is the language of a man referring to a matter with 
which the people were already acquainted, and recalling it to their remembrance. In the fifth 
verse, God promises on the sixth day twice as,much as they gather daily. For this no reason 
is given, which seems to 26 that it was already known to the children of Israel. Such a 
promise, without some cause being assigned for so,extraordinary a circumstancé, would have 
been strange indeed; and if the reason had been, that the seventh day was now for the. first 
time to be appointed a festival, in which no work was to be done, would not the author 
have-stated this circumstance? Again, it is. said, ‘ Six days ye shall gather it; but on the 
seventh day, which is the Sabbath, in it there shall be none ;” and ‘for that the Lord hath 
given you the Sabbath, therefore he giveth you on the sixth day the bread of two days,’ 
Here the Sabbath is spoken of as an ordinance with which the people were familiar. A 
double quantity of manna was given on the sixth day, because the following day, as they well 
knew, was the Sabbath in which God rested from his work, and which was to be kept as a 
day of rest, and hol to the Lord. I¢ is —_— mentioned incidentally, as it were, im the 
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recital of the miraculous supply of manna, without any notice of its being enjoined upon that 
occasion for the first time; which would be a very surprising circumstance, had it been the 
original establishment 6f the Sabbath. In short, the entire phraseology in the account of this 
remarkable transaction accords with the supposition, and with it alone, that the Sabbath had 
been long established, and was well known to the Israelites. ; i Tas 

“That no neglect of the Sabbath is ‘imputed either to the inhabitants of the old world, or to 
any of the family of Noah,’ is very true; but, so far from there being any proof of such negli- 
gence, there is, on the contrary, as we have seen, much reason for believing that it was duly 
observed by the pious Sethites of the old world, and after the deluge, by the virtuous line of 
Shem. True, likewise, it is, that there is not ‘any permission recorded to dispense with the 
institution during the captivity of the Jews in Egypt, or on any other public emergency.’ 
But where is the evidence that such a permission would be consistent with the Divine wisdom ? 
And if not, none such: would either be given or recorded. At any rate, it is difficult to see 
how the silence of Scripture, concerning such a circumstance, can furnish an argument in 
vindication of the opinion, that the Sabbath was first appointed in the wilderness. To 
allege it for this purpose, is just as inconclusive as it would be to argue that the Sabbath 
was instituted subsequent to the return of the Jews from Babylonia, because neither the 
observance of it, nor any permission to dispense with it, during the captivity, is recorded in 
Scripture. — 

“The passage in the second chapter of Genesis is next adduced by Dr. Paley, and he 
pronounces it not inconsistent with his opinion; ‘for as the seventh day was erected into a 
Sabbath on account of God’s resting upon that day from the work of creation, it was natural 
enough in the historian, whew he had related the history of the creation, and of God’s eeasing 
from it on the seventh day, to add, ‘and God blessed the seventh day, and sanctified it, 
because that on it he had rested from all his work which God had created and made ;? although 
the blessing and sanctification, that is, the religious distinction and appropriation of that day, 
were not actually made till many ages afterward. The words do not assert, that God ther 
‘blessed’ and ‘ sanctified’ the seventh day, but that he blessed and sanctified it for that reason ; 
and if any ask, why the Sabbath, or sanctification of the seventh day, was then mentioned, if 
it were not then appointed, the answer is at hand, the order’of connection, and not of time, 
introduced the mention of the Sabbath in the history of the subject which it was ordained to 
commemorate.’ 

“That the Hebrew historian, in the passage here referred to, uses a proléepsis or anticipa- 
tion, and alludes to the Mosaical institution of the Sabbath, is maintained by some of the 
ancient Fathers, by Waehner, Heidegger, Beausobre, by Le Clere, Rosenmuller, Geddes, 
Dawson, and other commentators, and by the general stream of those writers who regard the 
Sabbath as peculia» to the Jews. Yet this opinion is built upon the assumption, that the 
book of Genesis was not written till after the giving of the law, which may be the fact, but of 
which most unquestionably there is no proof. But waiving this consideration, it is scarcely 

ossible to conceive a greater violence to the sacred text, than is offered by this interpretation. 

t attributes to the inspired author the absurd assertion, that God rested on the seventh day 
from all his works which he had made, and rHeRErore about two thousand five hundred years 
after, God blessed and sanctified the seventh day. It may be as well imagined that God had 
finished his work on the seventh day, but rested on some other seventh day, as that he rested 
the day following the work of creation, and afterward blessed and sanctified another. Not 
the slightest evidence appears for believing that Moses followed ‘the order of connection, and 
not of time,’ for no reasonable motive can be assigned for then introducing the mention ‘of it 
if it was not then-appointed. The design of the sacred historian clearly is, to give a faithful 
account of the origin of the world, and both the resting on the seventh day, and the blessing 
it, have too close a connection to be separated: If the one took place immediately-after the 
work of creation was concluded, so did the other. To the account of the production of the 
universe, the whole narrative is confined ; there is no intimation of subsequent events, nor the 
most distant allusion to Jewish ceremonies; and it would be most astonishing if the writer 
deserted his grand object to mention one of the Hebrew ordinances which was not appointed 
till ages afterward. ; 

. “But according to Dr. Geddes; the opinion of a prolepsis derives some confirmation from 
the original Hebrew, which he renders, ‘On the sixth day God completed all the work which 
he had to do; and on the sevenru day, ceased from doing any of his works. God, there- 
fore, blessed the seventh day, and made it bole H 


because on it he ceased fi I hi 

A 4 f ’ . ron all his works. 
which he had ordained to do” This version, he says, is ‘in the supposition that the writer 
refers to the Jewish Sabbath: of course it was designedly adapted to an hypothesis; but, 


notwithstanding this suspicious circumstance, it is not easy to determine how it differs. in 
sense from the received translation, as it leaves the question entirely undecided when this 
blessing and sanctification took place. The proposed version, however, is opposed by those 
in the Polyglott, and by the generality of translators, who render the particle vaw at the begin- 
ning of the third verse, as a copulative, not as ‘an illative; and it is surprising how a sound 
Hebrew scholar can translate it otherwise. - In short, nothing can be more violent and unna- 
tural than the proleptical interpretation; and if we add, that it rests upon the unproved 
assumption, that the record in question was written after the delivery of the law, it must 


THIRD.} THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. 579 


appear so devoid of critical support, as not to require a moment’s hesitation in rejecting 
it.” (2) ; tas 

_ So satisfactorily does it appear that the institution of the Sabbath is historically narrated 
in Genesis: and it follows from thence, that the law of the Sabbath is universal, and not 


peculiar to the Jews. God blessed and sanctified it, not certainly for himself, but for his — ; 


creatures ; that it might be a day of special blessing. to them, and be set apart, not only from 


-unholy acts, for they are forbidden on every day ; but from common uses. It was thus stamped. 


wiih @ hallowed character from the commencement, and in works of a hallowed character 
ought it therefore to be employed. > ‘ 

The obligation of a Sabbatical observance upon Christians being thus established, the inquiry 
which naturally follows, is, In what manner is this great festival, at once so ancient and so 
venerable, and intended to'commemorate events so illustrious and so important to mankind, to 
be celebrated? Many have spoken of the difficulty of settling rules of this kind; but this will 
ordinarily vanish, if we consent to be guided fully by the principles of Scripture. _ 

We allow that it requires judgment, and prudence, and charity, and, above all, amind well 
disposed to the spiritual employment of the Sabbath, to make a right application of the law. 
But this is the case with other precepts also; such, for instance, as the loving our neighbour 
as ourselves: with respect to which we seldom hear any complaint of difficulty in the appli- 
cation. But, even if some want of special direction should be felt, this can only affect minor 
details; and probably the matter has been so left by the Lawgiver, to “ try us, and prove us, 
and to know what is in our heart.” Something may have been reserved, in this case, for the - 
exercise of spontaneous obedience ; for that generous construction of the precept which will be — 
dictated by devotion and gratitude; and for the operation of a feeling of indignant shame, that 
the only day which God has reserved to~himself, should be grudged to him, and trenched upon 
by every petty excuse of convenience, interest, or sloth, and pared down, and negociated for,, 
in the spirit of one who seeks to overreach another. Of ‘this we may be assured, that he who 
is most anxious to find exceptions to the general rule, will, in most cases, be a defaulter upon 
even his own estimate of the general duty. a. 

The only real difficulties with which men have entangled themselves, have arisen from the 
want of clear and decided views of the law of the Sabbath as it is a matter of express revela- 
tion. There are two extremes, either of which must be fertile of perplexity. The first is, to 
regard the Sabbath as a prudential institution, adopted by the primitive church, and resting: 
upon civil and ecclesiastical authority ; a notion which has been above refuted. For if this 
theory be adopted, it is impossible to,find satisfactory rules, cither in the Old or New Tes- 
tament, applicable to the subject; and we may therefore cease to wonder at that variety of 
opinions, and those vacillations between duty and license, which have been found in different 
churches, and among their theological writers. The difficulty of establishing any rule at all, 
to which conscience is strictly amenable, is then evident, and indeed entirely msuperable ; and 
men in vain attempt to make a partial Sabbath by their own authority, when they reject “the 
day which the-Lord hath made.” If, on the other hand, a proper distinction is not preserved 
between the moral law of the Jews, which reénacts the still more ancient institution of the 
Sabbath, (a law we have seen to be obligatory upon all Christians, to the end of time,) and 
the political and ceremonial law of that people, which contains perielgy rules as to the 
observance of the Sabbath; fixing both the day on which it was to be held, viz. the seventh of 
the week, and issuing certain prohibitions not applicable to all people; which branch of the 
Mosaic Law was brought-to an end by Christ,—difficulties will arise from this quarter. One - 
difficulty will respect the day ; another the hour of the diurnal circle from which the Sabbath 
must commence. Other difficulties will arise from the inconvenience or impossibility of accom- 
modating the Judaical precepts to countries and manners totally dissimilar; and others, from 
the degree of civil delinquency and punitiveness with which violations of the Sabbath ought 
to be markedvin a Christian state. The kindling of fires, for instance, in their dwellings was 
forbidden to the Jews; but for extending this to harsher climates, there is no authority. This 
rule would make the Sabbath a day of bodily suffering, and, in. some cases, of danger to health, 
which is inconsistent with that merciful and festival character which the Sabbath was designed 
every where to bear. The same observation may apply to the cooking of victuals, which was 
also prohibited:to the Jews by express command. ‘'T'o the gathering of sticks on the Sabbath 
the penalty of death was assigned, on one occasion, for reasons probably arising out of the 
theocratical government of the Jews; but surely this is no precedent for making the violation 
of the Sabbath a capital crirhe in the code of a Christian country. J 

Between the Decalogue, and the political and ceremonial laws which followed, there is a 
mnarked-distinction. ‘They were given at two different times, and in a different manner ; and, 
above all, the former is referred to in the New Testament, as of perpetual obliga tion; the other 
as peculiar, and as abolished by Christ. It does not follow, however, from this, that those 
precepts in the Levitical code, which relate to the Sabbath, are of no use tous. They show 
us how the general law was carried into its detail of application by the great Legislator, who 
condescended to be at once a civil and an ecclesiastical Governor of a chosen people ; and though 
they are not in all respects binding upon us, in their full form, they all embody general inter- 


(2) Holden on the Sabbath. 
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pretations of the fourth command of the Decalogue, to which, as far as they are applicable to 
a people otherwise circumstanced, respect is reverently and devoutly to be had. The prohibi- 
tion to buy and sell on the Sabbath is as ‘applicable to us as to the Jews; so is that against 

» travelling on the Sabbath, except for purposes of religion, which was’ allowed to them-also. If 
we may lawfully kindle fires in our dwellings, yet we may learn from the law peculiar to the 
Jews, to keep domestic services under restraint; if we may cook victuals for necessity and 
comfort, we are to be restrained from feasting ; if violations of the Sabbath are not to be made 
capital crimes by Christian governors, the enforcement, of a‘decent external observance of 
the rest of the Sabbath is.a lawful use of power, and a part of the duty of a Christian 
magistrate. , iui FSI = ‘ See eee 

But the rules by which the observance of the Sabbath is clearly explained, will be found in 
abundant copiousness and evidence in the origin mmand; in the Decalogue ; in incidental 
passages of ‘Scripture, which refer not so: mucli to the political law of the Jews, as to the uni- 
versal moral code; and in the discourses and acts of Christ, and his Apostles: so that, inde~ 
pendent of the Levitical code, we have abundant guidance. It is.a day of rest from worldly 
pursuits; a day sanctified, that is, set apart for holy uses, which are the proper and the onl 
lawful occupations of the day; it is aday of public worship, or, as it is expressed in. the Mosaic 
law, “of holy convocation,” or assembly ;—a aay for the exercise of mercy to man and beast ; 

—a day for the devout commemoration, by religious acts and meditations, of the creation and 

redemption of the world; and, consequently, for the cultivation of that spirit which is suitable 

‘to such exercises, by laying aside all worldly cares and pleasures ; to which holy exercises 
~ there is to be’ full appropriation of the seventh part of our time; necessary sleep, and engage- 

ments of real necessity, as explained by our Saviour, only being excluded. F 
~ ‘Works of charity and mercy were not excluded by the rigour of the Mosaic Law, much less 
by the Christian dispensation. The rule of doing good on the Sabbath day has, however, 
sometimes been interpreted with too much laxity, ‘without considering that. such acts form no 
part of the reason for which that day was sanctified, and that they are therefore to be grounded 
upon the necessity of immediate exertion. The secularity connected with certain public charities 
has often been pushed beyond this rule of necessity, and as such has become unlawful. 

The reason generally given for this, is, that men cannot be found to give time on the week 
day to the management of such-charities: and they will never be found, while the rule is 
brought down to convenience. Men’s principles are to be raised, and not the command 
lowered. And when ministers perseveringly do their duty, and but afew conscientious persons 
support them, the whole will be found practicable and easy. Charities are pressed either upon 
our feelings or our interests, and sometimes on both; and when they become really urgent,, 
time will be found for thelr management, without “robbing God,” and laying down that mosé 
debasing of all principles, that our sacrifices are to cost us nothing. The teaching of writmg 
in Sunday schools has been pleaded for on the same assumed ground of necessity ; but in alk 
well and religiously conducted institutions of this kind, it has been found quite practicable to 
accomplish ‘the object in a lawful manner; and even if it had not, there was no obligation 
binding as to that’practice, equal to that which binds us to obey the law of God. It isa work 
which comes not under any of our Lord’s exceptions: it may be a benevolent thing; butit 
has in it no character of mereyyeither to the bodies or to the souls of men. om 

As to amusements and recreations, which, when “innocent,” that is, we suppose, not 

_ immoral,” are sometimes pleaded for, by persons who advocate the serious observance of the 
Lord’s day, but a few words are necessary. If to public worship we are to add a more than. 
ordinary attention to the duties of the family and the closet, which all such persons allow; then 
there is little time for recreation and amusement ; and if there were, the tart which is ‘truly 
impressed with duties so sacred, and has entered into-their spirit, can have no relish for them. 
Against every temptation of this kind, the words of the pious, Archbishop Dawes. may serve 
as a salutary admonition :— .® 

“Dost thou require of me, O Lord, but one day in seven for thy more especial service, when, 
as all my times, all my days, are thy due tribute, and shall I grudge thee that one day ? Have 
I but one day in the week, a peculiar season of nurturing and training up my soul for heavenly 
happiness, and shall-I think the whole of this too much, and judge my duties at an end, wher 
the public offices of the church are only ended? Ah! where, in such a case, is my zeal my - 
sincerity, my constancy, and perseverance of holy obedience ? ‘Where my love unto. my delight 
and relish in, pious performances? Would those that are thus but half Christians be content, 
to be half saved? Would those who are thus not far from the kingdom of heaven, be willin . 
to be utterly excluded thence for arriving no nearer toa due observance of the Lords day? 
Am I so afraid of sabbatizing-with the Jews, that I carelessly omit keeping the day asa oid 
Christian? Where canbe the harm of overdoing in God’s worship, suppose I could averde? 
But when my Saviour has told me, after Ihave done all, I am still an unprofitable servant, 
where is the hazard, where the possibility, of doing too much; .whereas in doing too little 
in falling short of performing a due obedience on the: Sabbath, I may also fall short of 
eternal life ?”” ’ : ’ 
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Morats—Doriés ro ovr Netensour. 
_ Wuen our duty to others is summed up in the general epitome of the second table, “Thou 


shalt love thy neighbour as thyself ;” although love must be so taken.as to include many other . 


principles and acts, yet we are thereby taught the source from which. they truly spring, when 
performed evangelically, and also that UNIVERSAL cHarirTy is to be the habitual and reigning 
affection of the heart, in all.our relations to our fellow creatures. 
This affection is to be considered in its sourcE. se yee : 
That source is a regenerated state of mind. We have.shown that the love of God springs 
from the gift of the Holy Ghost to those who are justified by faith in Christ, and-that every 
sentiment which, in any other circumstances, ‘assumes this designation, is imperfect or simu- 
jated. We make the same remark as ‘to the love of our neighbour. It is an imperfect or 
simulated sentiment, if it flow not from the love of God, the sure mark of a regenerate nature. 
‘We here also see the superior character of Christian morals, and of morals when kept in con- 
nection, as they ought.always to be, with the doctrines of the Gospel, and their operation in 
the heart. There may, indeed, be a degree of natural benevolence; the indirect influence of 
a benevolent nature may counteract the selfish and the malevolent feelings; and education, 


when well directed, will come in to the aid of nature. Yet the principle, as a religious one, 
and in its full operation, ean only result froma supernatural change of our nature, because 
that only can subdue those affections which counteract benevolence and charity in their 
efficient.and habitual manifestations. - Ati, aij 

This affection is also to be considered in respect of what it ExcLUDEs. 

At-excludes all anger beyond that degree of resentment. which a culpable action in another 
may call forth, in order to mark the sense we entertain of its evil, and to impress that evil upon 
the offender, so that we may lead him to repent of it, and forsake it. This seems the proper 
rule by which to distinguish lawful anger from that which is contrary to charity, and there- 
fore malevolent and sinful. It excludes implacability ; for if we do not promptly and gene- 
rously forgive others their trespasses, this is deemed to be so great a violation of that law of 
love which ought to bind men together, that our heavenly Father will not forgive us.» It 
excludes all revenge; so that we are to exact no punishment of another for-offences against 
ourselves:' and though it be lawful to call in the penalties of the laws for crimes, against 
society, yet this is never to be done on the principle of private revenge; but on the public 
ground, that law and government are ordained of God, which. produces a case that comes 
under the inspired rule, “Vengeance is mine ; I will repay, saith the Lord.” It excludes all 
prejudice ; by which is meant a harsh construction of men’s motives and characters upon 
surmise, or partial knowledge of the facts, accompanied with an inclination to form an ill 
opinion of them in the absence of proper evidence. This appears to be what the Apostle Paul 
means, when he says, “ Charity thinketh no evil.” It excludes all censoriousness or evil 
speaking, when the end is not the correction of the offender, or when a declaration of the truth 
as to one person is not required by our love and duty to another; for whenever the end is 
merely to lower a person in the estimation of others, itis resolvable solely into a splenetic 3,9 
immoral feeling. It excludes all those aggressions, whether petty or more weighty, whic. 
may be made upon the interests of another, when the law of the case, or even the abstract 
right, might not be against our claim. These are always complex cases, and can but occa- 
sionally occur; but the rule which binds us to do unto others as we would they should do 
‘unto us, binds us to act upon the benevolent view of the case ; and to forego the rigidness of 
right. Finally it excludes, as limitations to its exergise, all those artificial distinctions which 
hhaye been created by men, or by providential arrangements, or by accidental circumstances, 
Men of all nations, of-all colours, of all conditions, are the objects of the unlimited es 
“Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” Kind feelings produced by natural instincts, 
intereourse,-by country, may call the love of our neighbour-into warmer’exercise as to indi- 
viduals or classes of men, or these may be considered as distinct and special, though similar 
affections superadded to this universal charity ; but as to all men, this charity is an efficient 
affection, excluding all ill will, and all injury. 

But its AcTIVE EXPRESSION remains to be considered, Zs 

It is not a merely negative affection ; but it brings forth rich and varied fruits. It produces 
a feeling of delight in the happiness of others, and thus destroys envy ; it is the source of 
sympathy and compassion ; it opens the hand in iberality for the supply of the wants of others ; 
it gives cheerfulness to every service undertaken in the cause of others; 1t resists the wrong 
which may be inflicted upon them; and it will run hazards of health and life for their sakes. 
It has special respect to the spiritual interests and salvation of men; and thus it instructs, per- 
suades, reproves the ignorant and vicious; counsels the simple; comforts the doubting and 
perplexed ; and rejoices in those gifts and graces of others, by which society may be enlight- 
ened and purified. _ The zeal of Apostles, the patience of martyrs, the travels and labours 
of evangelists in the first ages, were all animated by this affection; and the earnestness of 
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preachers in all ages, and the more private labours of Christians for the benefit of the souls of 
men, with the operations of those voluntary associations whicli send forth missionaries to the 
Heathen, or distribute*Bibles and tracts, or-conduct schools, are all its visible expressions 
before the world. A principle of philanthropy may be conceived to exist independent of the 
influence of active and efficient Christianity ; but it has always expended itself either in good 
wishes, or, at most, in feeble efforts, chiefly directed to the mitigation of a little temporary 
external evil. Except in connection with religion, and that the religion of the heart, wrought 
and maintained there, by the acknowledged influences of the Holy Spirit, the love of man- 
kind has never exhibited itself under such views and acts as those we have just referred to. 
It has never been found in characters naturally selfish and obdurate ; ‘has never disposed men 
to make great and painful sacrifices for others ; never sympathized with spiritual wretched- 
ness; never been called forth into its highest exercises by considerations drawn from the 
immortal relations of man to eternity ; never originated large plans for the illumination and 
moral culture of society; never fixed upon the grand object to which it is now bending the 
hearts, the interests, and hopes of the universal church, the conversion of the world. Philan- 
thropy, in systems of mere ethics, like their love of God, is a greatly inferior principle to that 
which is enjoined by Christianity, and infused by its influence ;—another hee of the folly of 
separating morals from revealed truth, and of the necessity of cultivating them upon evangel- 
ical principles. 5 ing 8 1 : 
The same conclusion will be established, if we consider those worKS OF MERCY which the 
principle of universal philanthropy will dictate, and which form a large portion of ovr “duty 
to our neighbour.” It is more the design of this part of the present work, to exhibit the 
peculiar nature and perfection of the morals of Christianity, than to consider moral duties in 
detail; and, therefore, it is only necessary to assume what is obvious to all, that the exercise 
of practical mercy to the needy and miserable, is a moral duty clearly revealed, including also 
the application of a part of our property to benefit mankind in other respects, as we have 
opportunity. But let us ask, under what rules can the quantum of our exertions in doing good 
to others be determined, except by the authority of revealed religion? It is clear that there 
is an antagonist principle of selfishness in man, which counteracts our charities; and that the 
demands of personal gratification, and of family interests, and of show and expense in our 
modes of living, are apt to take up so large a share of what remains after our necessities, and 
the lawful demands of station, and a prudent provision for old age and for our families after 
our decease, are met, that a very small portion is wont to be considered as lawfully disposa- 
ble, under all these considerations, for purposes of general beneficence. If we have no rules 
or principles, it is clear that the most limited efforts may pass for very meritorious acts; or 
that they will be left to be measured only by the different degrees of natural compassion in 
man, or by some immoral principle, such as the love of human praise. There is nothing in 
any mere system of morals to direct in such cases; certainly nothing to compel either the 
principles or the heart. Here then we shall.see also in how different a predicament this 
iteresting branch of morality stands, when kept in close and inseparable connection with 
Christianity. It is true, that we have no specific rule es to the quantum of our givings in the 
Scriptures; and the reason of this is not inapparent. Such a rule must have been branched 
out into an inconvenient number of detailed directions'to meet every particular case; it must 
have respected the different and changing states of society and civilization; it must have 
controlled men’s savings as well as givings, because the latter are dependent upon them; it 
must have prescribed modes of dress, and modes of living: all-which would have left cases 
‘still partially touched or wholly unprovided for, and the multiplicity of rules might have been 
a trap to our consciences, rather than the means of‘directing them. There is also a more 
general reason for this omission. The exercise of mercy is a work of the affections 3 it must 
have, therefore, something free and spontaneous in it; and it was designed to be. volunta: 
that the moral effect produced upon society might be to bind men together in a softer bond, 
and to call forth reciprocally good affections. To this-the stern character of particular laws 
would have been inimical. “Christianity teaches mercy, by general principles, which at once 
sufficiently direct and leave to the heart the free play of its affections, : A 
The general uaw is express and unequivocal: “As ye have opportunity do good unto all 
men, and especially to them that are of the household of faith.” ‘To do good and to commu. ' 
micate forget not, for with ‘such sacrifices God is well pleased.” A most important and 
influential principle, to be found in no mere system of ethics, is also contained in the revelation 


of a particular relation in which we all stand to God, and on which we mist be judged at the 
last day. We are “stewards,” « servants,” to whom the great Master has committed his 
goods,” to be used according to his directions.’ We have nothing, therefore, of our own, no 


right in property, except under the conditions on which it is committed to us; and we must 
give an account for our use of it, according to the rule. A rule of proportion is also in various 
passages of Scripture expressly laid down: “Where little is given, little is required; where 
much is given, much is required.” “For if there be first a willing mind, it is accepted accord- 
ing to what a man hath, and not according to what he hath not.” It is a farther rule. that our 
charities should be both cheerful and abundant. “See that ye abound in this grace also,” “not 
grudgingly, or of necessity, for God loveth a cheerful giver.” 'These eneral rules and prin- 
ciples heing laid down, the appeal is made to the heart, and men are left to the influence of the 
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rm and grateful affections excited there. All the venerable examples of Scripture are 
brought to bear upon the free and liberal exercises. of beneficence, crowned with the example 

_of'our Saviour: “Ye know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, that, though he was rich, yet 
for your sakes he became poor, that ye through his poverty might become rich.” An appeal 
is made to man’s gratitude for the blessings of Providence to himself, and he is enjoined to give- 
“‘as the Lord hath prospered him.” Our fellow creatures are-constantly presented to us under 
tender relations, as our “brethren;” or, more particularly, as “of the household of faith.” 
Special promises are made of God’s favour and blessing, as the reward of such acts in the 
present life: “ And God-is able to make all grace abound toward-you, that ye, always having 
all sufficiency in all things, may abound to every good work ;” and finally, although every 
notion of merit is excluded, yet the rewards of eternity are represented as to be graciously dis- 
pensed, so as specially to distinguish and honour every “work of faith,” and “labour of love.” 

nder so powerful an authority, so explicit a general directory, and so effectual an excitement, 
is, this branch of morality placed by the Gospel. ; hen ‘ ae 
As our religion enjoins charity, so also it prescribes sustice. As a mutual dependence has 

‘been established among men, so also there are mutual rights, in the rendering of which to each - 

other, justice, when considered as a social virtue, consists. : ; 

_ Various definitions and descriptions of justice are found among moralists and jurists, of 

different degrees of importance and utility to those who write, and to those who study, formal 
treatises on its collective or separate branches. The distribution of justice into ethical, econo- 
mical, and political, is more suited to our purpose, and is sufficiently comprehensive. The first 
considers all mankind as ona level; the second regards them as associated into families, under 
the several relations of husband and wife, parents and children, masters and servants; and the 
third eomprehends them as united into public states, and obliged to certain duties, either as 
magistrates or people. On all these-the rules of conduct in Scripture are explicit and forcible. 

Erxican susrics, as it considers mankind as on a level, chiefly therefore respects what are 
usually called men’s natural rights, which are briefly summed up in three,—life, property, and 

liberty. z eens i 

The natural right to life is guarded by the precept, “Thou shalt not kill;” and it is also 
limited by the more ancient injunction tothe sons of Noah, ‘“‘Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, 
by man Shall his blood be shed.” In a state of society, indeed, this right may be farther 
limited by a government, and capital punishments be extended to other crimes, (as we see in 
the Mosaic law,) provided the law be equally binding on all offenders, and rest upon the 
necessity of the case, as determined by the good of the whole community; and also that in 
‘every country professing Christianity, the merciful as well as the. righteous character of that 
religion be suffered to impress itself upon its legislation, But against all individual authority . 
the life of man is absolutely secured; and not only so, but anger, which. is the first principle 
of violence, and which proceeds first to malignity and revenge, and then to personal injuries, 
is prohibited, under the penalty of the Divine wrath; a lofty proof of the superior character 

ef the Christian rule of justice. y 
~ In property, lawfully acquired, that is, acquired without injury. to others, every man has also 

_a natural right. This i also may be restrained in society, without injustice, seeing It 1s 
but the price which every man pays for protection, aid other advantages of the social state ; 
but here also the necessity of the case, resting upon the benefit of the community, 1s to be the 
rule of this modification of the natural claim. The law too must lie equally upon all, ceteris 
paribus; and every individual whose right of property is. thus interfered with must have his 
due share of the common advantage. Against individual aggression the right of property is 
secured by the Divine law, “Thou shalt not steal;” and by another law which carries the 
zostagey UP to the very principle of justice in the heart, “'Tzou shalt not covet ;” covetous- 
ness being that corrupt affection from, which injuries do»e to others an Shee property arise. 
The Christian injunction, to be “content with such things as we have,” 1s another important 

security. The rule which binds rulers and BT jas in their interferences with this natural 

right of property, comes under the head of petitical justice. | bei 

Liberty is another natural right, which-by individual authority, at least, cannot be interfered 
with. Hence “man stealing,” the object of which is to reduce another to slavery, by obtaining 
forcible possession of his person, and compelling his labour, is ranked with crimes of the great- 
est magnitude in the New Testament; and against it the special vengeance of God is threatened. 

By the Jewish law also, it was punished with death, How far the natural right which every 
man has to his own liberty may, like the natural right to property, be restrained by Publie 

authority, isa point on which different opinions have been held. Prisoners of warwere for marly 
considered to be absolute captives, the right of which claim is involved in the question o ‘the 
right of war. Where one can be justified, so may the other; since a surrender of the person 
in war is the commutation of liberty for life.* In Ad more humane practice of modern warfare, 


* Montesquieu says, “It is false that killing in war is lawful, unless ina case of absolute necessity : but 
whena ae has sada another his slave, he ane be said to have been under a necessity of ening eis his J 
life, since he actually did not take it away. War gives no other right over prisoners than oa 8 t vis 
from doing any farther harm, by securing their persons.”—And “if a prisoner of Mind is not, sp e re ng 
slavery, much less are his children.” This reason, therefore, with others, assigned by the ite ans - i 

tion of slayery, he concludes is “ false.” —Spirit of Laws, book xy, chap. iii —-AMERICAN EDITORS, 
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an exchange of prisoners is effected ; but even this supposes an acquired right on each side in. 
the euenee ae a commutation by an exchange. Should the progeny.of such prisoners of 
war, doomed, as by aneient custom, to perpetual servitude, be als kept in slavery, and the 
purchase of slaves also be practised, the question which then arises is one whi L tries the 
whole case of slavery, as far as public law is concerned. “Among the Patriattiey s there was a 
mild species of domestic servitude, distinct from that of captives of war. Among the Jews, a 
Hebrew might be sold for debt, or sell himself when poor, but only till the year of release. 
After that, his continuation in’a state of slavery was perfectly voluntary. The Jews might, 
however, hold foreigners as slaves for life. Michaelis has well a ee by the restric- 
tions of his law, Moses remarkably mitigated the rigours of slavery. “ his is, as it were, the 
spirit of his laws respecting it. He appears to have regarded it as a hardship, and. to, have 
disapproved of its severities. Hence we find him, in Deut. xxiii, 15, 16, ordaining, that no 
foreign servant, who ‘sought for refuge among the Israelites, should be delivered up to his 
master.” (3) This view of the case, we may add, will probably afford the reason why slavery 
was at all allowed under the Jewish dispensation. The general state of society in, the sur- 
-rounding*nations might perhaps render it a necessary evil; but in other countries it existed 
in forms’harsh and oppressive, while*the merciful nature of the Mosaic Institute impressed 
upon it a mild and mitigated character, in recognition of man’s natural rights, and as an 
example to other countries. And to show how great a contrast with our modern colonial 
‘slavery, the case of slaves among the Jews presented, we may remark, that all foreign slaves 
were circumcised, and therefore initiated into the true religion; that they had the full and 
strict advantage of the Sabbath confirmed to them by express statute; that they had access to 
the solemn religious festivals of the Jews, and partook of the feasts made upon'the offerings ; 
that they could possess property, as appears from ‘Lev. xxv, 49, and 2 Sam. ix, 10; and that 
all the fruits which grew spontaneously during the Sabbatical year were given to them, and 
to the indigent, Michaelis has also showed, that not only was the ox not -muzzled when 
treading out the corn, but that.the slaves and day labourers might eat without restraint of the 
fruits they were gathering in their master’s service, and drink of the wine they pressed from 
the wine press. (4) The Jewish law may therefore be considered not so much as controlling 
the natural right which man has to liberty, and so authorizing the infraction of that right under 
certain circumstances, but as coming in to regulate and tosoften a state of things already existing, 
and grown into general practice. All, therefore, that can be fairly inferred from the: existence 
of slavery under that law, is, that a legislature, in certain cases, may be justified in mitigating, 
rather than abolishing, that evil. But even here, since the Legislator was in fact God, whose 
right to dispose of his creatures cannot be questioned, and since also the nations neighbouring 
to the Jews were under a malediction because of their idolatries, the Jewish law can be no 
rule to a Christian state; and all arguments drawn from it in favour of perpetual slavery, 
suppose that a mere earthly legislature is invested with the-powers and prerogatives of the 
Divine Legislator of the Jews, which of course vitiates the whole reasoning. : : 
As to the existence of slavery in Christian states, every government, as soon as it professes 
to be Christian, binds itself: to be regulated by the principles of the New Testament ; and 
though a part of its subjects should at that time be in a state of servitude, and their sudden 
emancipation might be obviously an injury to society at large, it is bound to show that its 
spirit and tendency is as inimical toslavery as is the Christianity which it professes. ‘All the 


injustice and oppression against which it can guard that ¢ondition, and all the mitigating © 
regulations it can adopt, are obligatory upon it; and since also every Christian slaveis enjoin- 


ed by Apostolic authorivy to choose freedom, when it ig possible to attain it, as being a better 
state, and more befitting a Christian man, so is every Christian master bound, by the principle 
of loving his neighbour, and muxe especially his “brother in Christ,” as himself, to promote 
his passing into that better and more Christian state. To the instruction of the slaves in religion 
would every such Christian government also be bound, and still farther to adopt measures for 
the final extinction of slavery; the rule of its proceeding in this case being the accomplish- 
ment of this object _as soon as is compatible with’ the real welfare of the enslaved portion of 
its subjects themselves, and not the consideration of the losses which might be sustained b 


their proprietors, which, however, ought to be compensated by other means, as far as they are 
just, and equitably estimated. ee ‘ 


Tt this be the mode of proceeding clearly pointed out by Christianity to a state on its first. - 


becoming Christian, when previously, and for ages, the practice of slavery had grown up with 
it; how much more forcibly does it impose its obligation upon nations involved in the guilt of 
the modern African, slavery! They professed Christianity when they commenced the 


practice. ‘They entered upon a traffic which ab initio was, upon their own principles, unjust 


and cruel. ‘They had no rights of war to plead against the natural rights of the first captives ; 
who were in fact stolen, or purchased from the Stealers, knowing them tobe so. The govern- 
ments themselves never acquired any right of property in the parents; they haye none. in 
their descendants, and can acquire none ; as the thief who steals cattle cannot, should he feed 
and defend them, aequire any right of property, either in them or the stock they may produce, 
although he should be at the charge of rearing them. 'These governments not having a right 


(3) Commentaries on the Laws of Moses. (4) {bid, Art. 130 i 
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of property in their colonial slaves, could not transfer any right of property in them to their 
sent masters, for it could mot give what it never had; nor, by itsconnivance at the rob- 
are and purchases of stolen human beings alter the essential injustice of ‘the transaction. All 
Such governments are therefore clearly bound, as they fear God and dread his displeasure, to 
restore all thee laves to the condition of free men, Re toration to their friends and count 
is now out of the question; they are bound to protect them where they are, and have the right, 
to exact their obedience to good laws in return; but property in them they. cannot obtain, 
their natural right to liberty is untouched and inviolable. The manner in which this right is 
to be restored, we grant, is in the power of such governments to determine, provided that 
proceeding be ated by the. principles above laid down,—First, that. the emancipation be 
sincerely determ pon, at some time future: Secondly, that it be not delayed beyond the 
period which the general interest of the slaves themselves preseribes, and which is to be judged 
of benevolently, and without any bias of judgment, giving the advantage of every doubt to 
the injured party: Thirdly, that all possible means be adopted to render freedom a good to 


ed 
« 


them. It is only under such circumstances that the continuance of slavery among us can cease ~ 


to be a national sin, calling down, as it has done, and must do until a process of emancipation 
be honestly commenced, the just displeasure of God. What compensations may. be justly 
claimed from the governments, that is, the public of those countries who have entangled them- 
selves in this species of unjust dea ng, by those-who have purchased men and women whom 
no one had the right to sell, and no one had the right to buy, isa perfectly distinct question, and 
ought not to turn repentance and justice out of their course, or delay their operations for a 
moment. - Perliaps, such is the unfruitful nature of all wrong, that it may be found, that, as 
free.labourers, the slaves would be of equal or more value to those who employ them, than at 
present. If otherwise, as in some degree “all have sinned,” the real loss ought to ‘be borne by 
all, when that loss is fairly and impartially ascertained; but of which loss,’ the slave inter- 
est, if we may’so call it, ought in justice to bear more than an equal share, as having had the 
greatest gain.* : By: 

The rules of Christian justice thus secure the three great natural rights of man; but it may 
be inquired whether he has himself the power of surrendering them at his own option? - 

And first with respect to Lire. : se shiig : 

Since government. is-an institution of God, it seems obligatory upon all men to live ina 
social state; and if so, to each is conceded the right of putting his life to hazard, when called 
upon. by his government to defend that state from domestic rebellion or foreign war. So also 
we have the power, to hazard our lives-to save a fellow creature from perishing. In times of 
beige ayion for religion, we are enjoined by our Lord to flee from-one city to another; but 

aen flight is cut off, we have the power to surrender life rather than betray our allegiance 
to Christ. According to the Apostle’s rule, “ we ought to lay down our lives for the brethren ;” 
that is, for the church and the cause of religion. In this case, and in some others, accompa- 
nied with danger to life, when a plain rule of duty is seen to: be binding upon us, we are not 
only at liberty to take the risk, but are bound to do it; since it is more our duty to obey God 
than to take care of our health and life. These instances of devotion have been by some 
writers called “suicides of duty,” a phrase which may well be dispensed with, although the 
sentiment implied iv’it is correct. Shy : 

On suicide, properly so called, that is self-murder, eur modern moralists have added little 
1o what is advanced. by the ethical writers of Greece and Rome, to prove its unlawfulness; 
for, though suicide was much practised in those ancient states, and sometimes commended, 
especially by the Stoies, it was occasionally condemned. “We men,” says Plato, “are 
all by. Hie appointment of God in a certain prison or. custody, which we ought not to 
break out of, or run away.” - So likewise Cicero: ‘God, the supreme governor of all things, 
forbids us to depart henee without his order. All pious men ought to have patience to con- 
tinue in the body, as long as God shall please, who sent us hither; and not’force themselves out 
of the world before he calls for them, lest they be found deserters of the station appointed 


them by God.” 


This is the reasoning which has generally satisfied our moralists on this subject, with the 


exception of some. infidel sophists, and two or three writers of paradoxes in the Established 
Chureh, who have defended suicide, or affected to do so. Paley has added some other consi- 
derations, drawn from his doctrine of general tendency, and from the duties which are deserted, 
the injuries brought upon others, &c; _but.the whole only shows, that merely ethical reason- 
ing furnishes but a feeble barrier against this offence against God, against society, and against, 
ourselves, independent of the Holy Scriptures. There the prohibitions of a Divine law lie 
directly against this act, and also the whole spirit of that economy under which we are placed 
by Almighty God. : x wa < 

Itis very true, that, in the Old Testament history, we have a few instances of suicide among 
the Jews, which were not marked by any penal visitation, as among modern nations, upon the 
remains of the:deceased ; such as the denial of honourable sepulture, &c, But this arose from 


ee) 
Oye 


*The above paragraphs, under the last head, were obviously written with a view to states in which 
Christianity, as a system, is formally established by law, and in which the acts of the government are offi- 
cially based on this principle—AmmRicaw Eprtors. 
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the absence of all penalty in such cases in the Mosaic law.~ In this there was great reason; 
- for the subject himself is by his own direful act put beyond the reach of human visitation ; and 
every dishonour done to the inanimate corse is only punishment inflicted upon the innocent 
survivors, who, in most cases, havea large measure of suffering already entailed upon them. 
This was probably the humane reason for the silence of the Mosaic law as'to the punishment 
of suicide. : saat nen alate mal pes s 
But as the Law of the two tables is of general moral obligation, although a part also of the 
municipal law of the Jews; as it concerned them as creatures, as well as subjects of the 
theocracy ; it takes cognizance of acts not merely as: prejudicial to society, but as offensive to 
God, and in opposition to his will as the ruler of the world. The precept, therefore, “ Thou 
shalt not kill,” must-be taken.to forbid, not only murder properly so.called, which is a crime 
against society, to be reached by human penalties, but also self-destruction, which, though a 
crime also in a lower degree against society, no human penalties ean visit, but is left, since the 
offender is out of the reach of man, wholly to the retribution of God. The absence of all post - 
mortem penalties against suicide in theMosaic law, is no proof, therefore, that it is not included 
~ in the prohibition, “Thou shalt not kill,” any more than-the absence of-all penalties in the 
same law against a covetous disposition, proves any thing against the precept, “Thou shalt 
not covet,” being interpreted to extend to the heart of man, although violences, thefts, and 
other instances of covetousness, in action only, are restrained in’ the Mosaic law by positive 
penalties, Some have urged.it, however, as a great absurdity, to allege this commandment 
as a prohibition of suicide. “When a Christian moralist,” says Dr. Whately, “is called on 
for a direct Scriptural’ precept against suicide, instead of replying that the Bible is not meant 
for a complete ‘code of laws, but for a system of motives and principles, the answer frequently 
given is, ‘Thou shalt do no murder.’ Suicide, if any one considers the nature, and not the 
name of it, (self-murder,) evidently wants the essential characteristic of murder, -viz. the 
hurt and injury done to one’s neighbour, in depriving him of life, as well as to others by the 
insecurity they are in consequence liable to feel.” (5) AH this might be correct enough, but 
for one error into which the writer has fallen,—that of assuming that. the precept is, “Thou 
shalt do no murder ;” for if that were the term used in the strict. sense, we need not be told 
that suicide is not murder, which is only saying, that the killing one’eetielt is not the killing 
another. The authorized translation uses the word “kill,” “thou shalt: not kill,” as better 
rendering the Hebrew word, which has a similar latitude of meaning, and is used to express 
fortuitous homicide, and the act of depriving of life.cenerally; as well as murder, properly so 
called. That the prohibition respects the killing of others with criminal intent, all agree, and 
Moses describes (6) the circumstances which.make that killing so criminal as to be punish- 
able with death; but that he included the different kinds of homicide within the prohibition, is 
equally certain, because the Mosaic law takes cognizance of homicide, and provides for the 
due examination of its circumstances by the judges, and recognises the custom of the Goel, 
or avenging of blood, and provides cities of refuge for the homicide; a provision which, how- 
ever merciful, left the incautious manslayer subject to risks and inconveniences which had the 
nature of penalties. So-tender was this law of the life efman! Moses, however, as a legis- 
lator, applying this great moral ‘table of laws to practical legislation, could not extend the 
penalties under this prohibition farther than to these two cases, because in cases of suicide the 
offender is out of the reach of human power; but, as we see.the precept extended beyond the 
case of murder with criminal intention, to homicide, and that the word used in the prohibition, 
“Thou shalt not kill” is so indefinite as to comprehend every act by which man is deprived 
of life, when it has no authority from God ; it has been very properly extended by divines and 
Scriptural moralists, not only to homicide, but from fhat to suicide. ‘This, indeed, appears to 
be its import, that it prohibits the taking away of human life in all cases, without authority from 
God, which authority he has lodged with human governments, the “ powers ordained: by 
him” for the regulation of mankind, in what relates to the peace and welfare of society ; and 
whenever the life of man is taken away, except in cases sanctioned by human governments, 
proceeding upon the rules and principles of the word of God, then the precept, “Thou shalt 
not kill,” is directly violated. Dr. Whately, in the passage above adverted to, objects to 
suicide being called self-murder, because this criminal act has not the qualities of that by which 
the life of another is intentionally and maliciously taken away; but if the deliberate and ° 
intentional deprivation of another of life, without authority from the Divine law, and from 
human laws established upon them, be that which, in fact, constitutes “murder,” then is — 
suicide entitled to be branded with the same odious appellation, The circumstances must, of 
necessity, differ; but the act itself has essentially the same criminality, though not in the 
same degreé,—it is’the taking away of the life of a human being, without the authority of 
God, the maker and proprietor of all, and therefore in opposition to, and defiance of, his 
authority. That suicide has very deservedly received the morally descriptive appellation of 
self-murder, will also appear from the reason given, in the first prohibition against murder, for 
making this species of violence a capital crime. In the precepts delivered. to the sons of 
Noah, and, therefore, through them, to all their descendants, that is, to all mankind, that 
against murder is thus delivered, (7) ‘“ Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood ~ 


(5) Elementsof Logic. . 6) Numbers i, 35 (7) Genesis ix, 6. 
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‘be shed, for in the image of God made he man.” There is in this reason a manifest reference 
_to the dignity put upon human nature, by its being endowed with a rational and immortal ~ 
spirit. ‘The crime of murder is made to lie, therefore, not merely in the putting to death the 
animal part of man’s nature, for this.is merged in a higher consideration, which seems to be, 
the indignity done to the noblest of the works of God; and particularly, the value of life to 

an immortal being, accountable in another state for the actions done in this, and which ought, 
for this very reason, to be-specially guarded, since death introduces him into changeless and . 
eternal relations, which were not to lie at the mercy of human passions. Such moralists as 
the writer above quoted, would restrain the essential characteristics of an act of- murder to the 
- “hurt done to a neighbour in depriving him of life,’ and the “ insecurity” inflicted upon 
society ; but in this ancient and universal law, it is made eminently to consist in contempt of 
the image of God in man, and its interference with man’s immortal interests and relations as a 
deathless spirit; and ifso, then suicide bears upon it these deep and awful characteristics of 
murder. It-is much more wisely said by Bishop Kidder, in his remarks upon this passage, 
that the reason given,—“ for in the image of God made he man,”—is a farther aggravation of 
the sin of murder. It is a great trespass upon God, as it destroys his likeness; and self 
murder, upon this account, is forbidden as well as the killing of others. Reiss 
Whatever weight may be due to the considerations urged'by the moralists above quoted 
against this erime,—and every motive which may deter men from listening to the first tempta- 
tion to so direful an aet, is important,—yet the guards of Christianity must be acknowledged 
to be of a more powerful kind. For the principles of our religion cannot be understood with- 
out our perceiving, that, of almost all other crimes, wilful suicide ought most to be dreaded. 
It is a sin against God’s mithority, He is “the God of our life ;” in “his hand our breath is ;” 
and we usurp’his sovereignty when we presume to dispose of it. As resulting from the 
pressure of mortifications of spirit, or the troubles of life, it becomes a sin, as arraigning his 
providential wisdom and goodness, It implies either an Atheistic denial of God’s government, 
or a rebellious opposition to his permissive acts or direct appointments ; it cannot be committed, 
therefore, when the mind is sound, but in the absence of all the Christian virtues, of humility, 
self-denial, patience, and the fear and love of God, and_only under the influence of pride, 
worldliness, forgetfulness of God, and contempt of him. It hides from the mind the realities 
of a future judgment, or it defies-them ; and it is consummated by the character of unpardon- 
ableness, because it places the criminal at once beyond the reach of mercy. - 
If no man has the right, then, to dispose of his own life by suicide, he has no right to hazard 
it in duels. The silence of the pulpits in those quarters where only the warning voice of the 
Christian preacher can be heax‘d by that class of persons most addicted to this crime, is exceed- 
ingly disgraceful ; for there can be little doubt that the palliating views of this practice taken 
by some ethical writers of celebrity, together with the loose reasonings of men of the world, 
have, from this neglect, exercised much influence upon many minds; and the consequence 
has been that hundreds, in this professedly Christian country, have fallen victims to false 
notions of honour, and to imperfect notions of the obligations of their religion. Paley has the 
credit of dealing with this vice with greater decision than many of our moralists. He classes 
it very justly with murder. “Murder is forbidden ;~and wherever human life is deliberately 
taken away, otherwise than by publie authority, there is murder.” (8) “If-unauthorized laws 
of honour be allowed to create exceptions to Divine prohibitions, there is an end to all morality, 
as founded-in the will of the Deity; and the obligation of every duty may, at one time or 
other, be discharged by the caprice‘and fluctuations of fashion.” (9) The fact is, that we must 
either renounce Christianity, or try all cases by its rule. The question of the lawfulness of 
duelling is thus promptly disposed of. If I have received a personal injury, I am bound to 
forgive it, unless it be of such a nature that it becomes a duty to punish it by due course of 
law; but even then not in the spirit of revenge, but out of respect to the peace and welfare of 
society. If Lhave given offence, I am bound to acknowlédge it, and to make reparation; and 
if my adversary will not be satisfied, and insists upon my staking my life against his own, no 
considerations of reputation or disgrace, the good or ill opinion of men, who form their judg- 
wthents in utter disregard to the laws of God, can have any more weight in this, than in any 
other case of immorality. The sin of duelling unites, in fact, the two crimes of suicide and 
of murder. He who falls in a duel is guilty of suicide, by Mitac exposing himself to be 
slain; he by whom he falls is guilty of murder, as having’shed man’s blood without authority. 
Nay, the guilt of the two crimes unites in the same person. He who falls is a suicide in fact, 
and the murderer of another in intention; he by whom he falls is a murderer in fact, and so far 
@ suicide as to have put his own life into imminent peril, in contempt of God’s authority over 
him. He has contemned the “image of God in man,” both in himself and in his brother. And 
where duels are not fatal on either side, the whole guilt is chargeable upon the parties, asa sin 
purposed in the heart, although, in that case, there is space left for repentance. We 
- Life, then, is not disposable at-the option of man, nor is propEeRTY itself, without respect fo 
‘the rules of the divine law ; and here, too, we shall perceive the feebleness of the considerations 
urged, in merely moral systems, to restrain prodigal and wasteful expenditure, hazardous 
_ Speculations, and even the obvious evil of gambling. Many weighty arguments, we grant, 
z { oh 
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may be drawn against all these from the claims of children, and near relations, whose interests 
we are bound to regard, and whom we can have no right.to expose even to the chance of being 
involved in the same muin with ourselves. But these reasons can have little sway with those — 
who fancy that they can keep within the verge of extreme danger, and wh | plead their 
“natural right” to do what they will with their own. In cases, too, where there may be no 
chil ‘or dependent relatives, the individual would. feel laeaaigpenoeed: to acknowledge the 
fore this class of reasons, or think them quite inapplicable to his case. But Christianity 
enjoins. noderation” of the desires, and temperance in the gratification of the appetites, and 
in the show and splendour of life, even where a state of opulence can command them. It has 
iesndcaonidits against the “love of money ;” against “willing to be rich,” except as “the Lord 

j ay prosper aman” in the usual track and course of honest industry,—authoritative cautions 
which lie directly against hazardous speculations; and it warns such as despise them of the 
consequent.“ temptations” and spiritual“ snares,” destructive to habits of piety, and ultimately 
to the soul, into which they must fall,—considerations of vast moment, but peculiar to itself, 
and quite out of the range of those moral systems which have no respect to its authority. 
Against gambling, in its most: innocent forms, it sets its injunction, “Redeeming the time ;” 
-and in its more aggravated cases, it opposes toit not only the above considerations, as it springs 
4rom-an unhallowed “love of money ;” but the whole of that spirit and temper which it makes 
to be obligatory upon us, and which those evil and often diabolical excitements, produced by 
this habit, so fearfully violate. Above all, it makes property a trust, to.be employed under the 
rules prescribed by Him who, as sovereign proprietor, has deposited. it with-us,; which rules 
xequire its use-certainly ; (for the covetous are excluded from the kingdom of God;) but its 
use, first, for the supply- of our wants, according to our station, with moderation; then, as a 
provision for'children, and dependent relatives; finally, for purposes of charity and religion, 
in which “grace,” as before stated, it requires us “to abound ;”—and it enforces aJl these by 
placing us under the responsibility of accounting to God himself, in person, for the abuse or 
neglect of this trust, at the general judgment._ ote} 

With respect to the third natural right, that of LIBERTY, it is a question which can seldom 
or never occur in the present state of society, whether a man is free to part with it for a 
valuable consideration. Under the law of Mases, this was certainly allowed; but.a Christian 
sman stands on different ground. Toa Pagan he would not be at liberty to enslave himself, 
because he is_not at liberty to put to hazard his soul’s interests, which might be interfered with 
by the control given to a Bascrigrer his time and conduct. T'o.aChristian he-could not be at 
liberty to alieriate himself, because, the spirit of Christianity being opposed to slavery, the one 
is not. at liberty to buy, nor the other to sell, for reasons before given. I conelude, therefore, 
that no man can lawfully divest himself absolutely of his personal liberty, for any, con- 
sideration whatever. ‘ : 

To the natural rights of life, property, and liberty, may be added the right of conscIENCE. 

By this is meant the right which a man has to profes a own opinions on subjects of reli- 

gion, and to worship Godin 'the mode which"he deems most acceptable to him, Whether this, 
however, be strictly a natural right, like the three above mentioned, may be a subject of dispute, 
for then it, would be universal, which is, perhaps, carrying the point too far. The matter may 
best be determined by considering the ground of that right, which differs much from the others 
we have mentioned. The right to life results both from the appointment of God, and the 
absence of a:superior or countervailing right in another to deprive us of it, until, at least, we 
forfeit that right to some third party, by some voluntary act of our.own. This also applies to 
the rights of property and liberty. The right of professing particular religious opinions, and 
‘practising a particular mode of worship,;can only ré8t upon a conviction that these are duties 
enjoined upon us by God.» For since:religion is a matter which concerns man and God, a man 
‘must know that it is obligatory upon him as a duty, and under fear of God’s displeasure, to 
profess his opinions openly, and to practise some particular mode of worship. 

To apply this to the case of persons all sincerely receiving the. Bible as a revelation from 
God. Unquestionably it is a part of that revelation, that those who receive its doctrines should 

rofess and attempt to propagate them; nor-can they profess them in any other way than they 
interpret the meaning of the book which contains them. Equally clear is it, that the worship 
of God is.enjoined upon man, and that publicly, and in collective bodies.’ From these cireum- 
stances, therefore, it results, that it isa duty which. man owes to God to profess and to endeavour 
to propagate his honest views of the meaning of the Scriptures, and to worship God in the mode 
which he smeerely conceives is made obligatory upon him, by the same'sacred volume. It is 
from this duty that the right of conscience flows, and from this alone; and it thus becomes a 
right of that nature which no earthly power has any authority to obstruct, beeause it can have 
no power to alter or to destroy the obligations. which Almighty God, the supreme governor, 
has laid upon his creatures. 5 : 

It does not, however, follow from this statement, that human governments, professing to be 
regulated themselves by the principles of Christianity, have no authority to take cognizance 
of the manner in which this right of conscience is-exercised, They are ‘ordained of God” to 
uphold their subjects in the exercise of their just rights respectively, and that without partiality. 
If, therefore, under a plea of conscience, one sect should interfere to obstruct others in a peace- 
able profession of their opinions, and a peaceable exercise of their worship; or should exercise » 
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its own so as to be vexatiously ‘intrusive upon others, and in defiance of some rival sect; as 
for instance, m a Protestant country, if Roman Catholics. were to carry the objects of their 
‘idolatry ie streets, instead of contenting themselves with worshipping in:their own way, 
in their own chapels. In all such cases the government might be bound, in respect of the rights 
of other classes of its subjects, to interfere by restraint, nor would it then trespass upon the 
Fights of conscience; justly intpgrsted. Again, since “the powers that be are ordained of God,” 
for ‘“‘a terror to evil doers, and a praise to them that do well ;” which evil doing and we loing 
are tu be-interpreted according to the common sense and agreement of mankind, an plainly 
refer to moral actions only ; should any sect or-individual, ienorantly, fanatically, or corruptly, 
so interpret the Scriptures-as to suppose themselves: free from moral obligation and then pr 
ceed to practise their tenets by any such acts as violate the laws of well-ordered soc ety, or by- 
admitting indecencies into their modes of worship, as some fanatics in former caer dies 
to strip themselves naked in their assemblies ; here tooa cowed nea oald-hae the right to 
disregard the plea of conscience if set up, and to restrain such acts, and the teachers-of them, 
as pernicious to society. But if the opinions professed by any sect, however erroneous they 
may be, and however zealously a sound and faithful Christian might be called by a sense of 
duty to denounce them as involving a corrupt conscience, or noconsciencé at all, and as dan- 
gerous or fatal to the salvation of those that hold them, do not interfere with the peace, the: 
morals, and good order of society ; it is not within the province of a government to animadvert. 
upon them by force of law ; since it-was not established to judge of men’s sincerity in religion, 
nor of the tendency of opinions as they: affect their salvation, but only to uphold the morals. 
and good order of the community. So, likewise, what has been called.by some worship, has 
been sometimes marked with great excesses of enthusiasm, and with.even ridiculous follies; 
but if the peace of others, .and the morals of society, are not thereby endangered, it is not the 
part of the magistracy to interfere, at least by authority. ¢ 

In cases, however, Li olitical opinions are connected with religious notions, and the plea 
of conscience is set up as an “unalienable right,” to sanction their propagation, a government. 
may be justified in interposing, not indeed.on the ground that it judges the conscience to be 
erring and corrupt, but for its own just support when endangered by such opinions. _ Sects of 
religious republicans have sometimes appeared*under a monarchical government,—the Fifth 
Monarchy Fanatics, for instance, who, according to their interpretation of the kingdom of 
Christ, regarded the- existence of all earthly monarchies as inimical to it, and, believing that 
the period of its establishment was-come, thought.it impiety ‘to acknowledge any earthy sove~ 
reign, as being contrary to their allegiance to Christ. When such notions are confined to a few 
persons, it is wise in a governmentt to leave them to their own absurdities as their most potent 
cure; but should a fanaticism-of this kind seize upon a multitude; and render them restless 
and seditious, the state would be justifiable in restraining them by force, although a mistaken 
conscience might be mixed up with the error. We may therefore conclude, that as to religious 
sects, the plea of conscience does not take their conduct out of the cognizance of the civil 
magistrate when the peace, the morality, and safety of society are infringed upon; but that 
otherwise, the rights of conscience aré inviolable, even when it is obviously erroneous, and, 
religiously considered, as to the individual dangerous. ‘The case then is one which is to be 
dealt with by instruction, and moral suasion. It belongs to public instructers, and to all well- 
informed persons, to’correct an ignorant and perverse conscience, by friendly and compassionate 
admonition; andthe power of the magistrate is ofly lawfully interposed, when the effect. 
eomplained of so falls upon society as to infringe upon the rights of others, or upon the public 
morals and peace ;—but even then the facts ought to be obvious, and not constructive. 

‘The case of those who reject the revelation of the Scriptures must be considered on its. 
own merits. ‘ “ 

Simple Deism, in a Christian country, may lay a foundation for such a plea of conscience 
as the state ought to admit, although it should be rejected by a sound theologian. ‘The Deist 
derives his religion by inference from what he supposes discoverable of the attributes and will 
of God from nature, and the course of the Divine government. Should he conclude that among 
such indications of the will of God there are those whichmake it his duty to profess his opinions, 
to attack the evidences of our Divine revelation as of insufficient proof, and to worship God in 
a manner more agreeable to his system, it would be too delicate an interference’ of a govern- 
ment with’a question of conscience, to be allowed to make itself the judge whether any such 
conviction could be conscientiously entertained ; although. by divines, in their character of 
public instructers, this would properly be denied. Absolutely to shut out, by penal laws, all 
discussion on the evidences of Divine revelation, would probably make secret infidels in such 
numbers as would more than counterbalance the advantage which would be gained, and that 
by the suspicion which it would excite. But this principle would not extend to the protection 
of any doctrine directly subversive of justice, chastity, or humanity ; for then society would 
be attacked, and the natural as well as civil rights of man invaded. Nor can opprobrious and 
blasphemous attacks upon Christianity be covered by a plea. of conscience and right, since these 
are not necessary toargument. It is evident that conscience, in the most liberal construction 
of the term, cannot be pleaded in their behalf; and they are not innocent even.as to society. 


To those systems which deny the immortality of the soul, and, consequently, a state of 


future retribution, and which assume any of the forms of Atheism, no toleration can, ¢onsist- 
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ly with duty, be extended by a Christian government. The reasons of this exception are, 
1. That the ay basis of its juuicpredinon which is founded upon a belief in God, the sanctity 
of oaths, and a future state, is assaulted by such doctrines, and that it carinot coéxist with - 
them: 2. That they are subversive of the morals of the people: and, 3. That no conscience 
can be pleaded by their votaries for the avowal of such tenets. When the existence of a God 
and his moral government are denied, no conscience can exist to require the publication of such 
tenets; for this cannot be a duty imposed upon them by God, since they deny his existence. 
No right of conscience is therefore violated when they are restrained by civil penalties. Such 
persons cannot have the advantages of society, without submitting to the principles on which 
It is founded ; and as they profess to believe that they are not accountable beings, their silence 
cannot be a guilt to them; they give up the argument drawn from conscience, and from its 
rights, which have no existence at.all but as founded upon REVEALED DUTY. ‘ 

The second branch of justice we have denominated EconomicaL: it respects those relations 
which grow out of the existence of men in families. : PRP 

The first is that of husband and wife, and arises out of the institution of marriage. ; 

The foundation of the marriage union is the will of God thatthe human race should “increase 
and multiply,” but only through a chaste and restricted conjunction of one man and one woman, 
united by their free vows in a bond made by the Divine law indissoluble, except by death or 
by adultery. The will of God as to marriage is, however, general, and is not so expressed as. 
to lay an imperative obligation to marry upon every one, in all circumstances. ‘There was 
no need of the law being directed to each individual as such, since the instincts. of nature, and 
the affection of love planted.in human beings, were sufficient to guarantee its general observ. 
ance. The very bond of marriage too being the preference founded upon love; rendered: the 
act.one in which choice and feeling were to have great influence ;- nor could a prudent regard 
to circumstances be excluded. Cases were possible in which such a preference as is essential 
to the felicity and advantages of that state might not be excited, nor the due degree of affection 
to warrant the union’ called forth. There might be cases-in which circumstances might be 
inimical to the full discharge of some of the duties of that state ; as the comfortable maintenance 
of 4 wife, and a proper provision for children. Some individuals would also be called by provi-~ 
dence to duties in the church and in the world, whieh might better be performed in a single 
and unfettered life; and seasons of persecution, as-we are taught by St. Paul, have rendered 
it an act of Christian prudence to abstain even from this honourable estate. The general rule, 
however, is in favour of marriage; and all exceptions seem ‘to require justification on some 
principle grounded upon an equal or a paramount obligation. : ue 

One intention of marriage in its original institution was, the production of the greatest 
number of healthy children; and that it secures this object, is proved from the universal facty 
that population increases more, and is of better quality, where marriage is established and its 
sacred laws are observed, than where the intercourse of the sexes is promiscuous. “A second 
end was the establishment of the interesting and influential relations of acknowledged children 
and parents, from which the most endearing, meliorating, and pure affections result, and which 
could not exist without marriage. It is indeed scarcely possible even to sketch the numerous 
and important effects of this sacred institution, which at. once displays, in the most affecting 
manner, the Divine benevolence and the Divine wisdom. It secures the preservation and 
tender nurture of children, by concentrating an affection upon them, which is dissipated and 
Jost wherever fornication prevails. It creates conjugal tenderness, filial piety, the attachment 
of brothers and sisters, and of collateral relations. It softens the feelings, and increases the 
benevolence of society at large, by bringing all these affections to operate powerfully within 
each of those domestic and family circles of which Society is composed. It excites industry 
and economy; and secures the communication of moral knowledge, and the inculcation of 
civility, and early habits of submission to authority, by which men are fitted to. become the 
subjects of a public government, and without which, perhaps, no government could besustained 
but by brute force, or, it may be, not sustained at all. ‘These are some of the innumerable 
benefits by which marriage promotes human, happiness, and the peace and strength of the 
community at large. yay 

The institution of marriage not only excludes the promiscuous intercourse of the sexes, but 
polygamy also; a practice almost equally fatal to the kind affections, to education, to morals,’ 
and to purity: .The argument of our Lord with the Pharisees, on the subject of divoree, Matt. 
x, assumes it as even acknowledged by the Jews, that marriage was not only of Divine 
institution, but that it consisted in the union of two only,—“ they twain shall be one flesh.” 
This was the law of marriage given at first, not to Adam and Eve only, but prospectively to 
all their descendants. The first instance of polygamy was that of Lamech, and this has no 
sanction from the Scripture ; which may be observed of other instances in the Old Testament. 
They were opposed to the original law, and in all cases appear to have been punished with 
many afflictive visitations. The Mosaic law, although polygamy appears to have been prac- 
tised under it, gives no direct countenance to the practice ;: which intimates that, as in the case 
of divorce, the connivance was not intended to displace the original institution. Hence, in 
the language-of the Old Testament, as well as of the New, the terms husband and wife in the 
singular number continually occur; and a passage in the Prophet Malachi is so’ remarkable, 
8s to warrant the conclusion, that among the pious J ews, the original law was never wholly 
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out of sight. “Yet ye say, Wherefore? Because the Lord hath been witness between thee, 
and the wife of thy youth, against whom thou hast dealt treacherously, yet she is thy com- 
nion, and the wife of thy covenant. And did not he make one ?”—(one woman)—“ Yet 
fad he the-residue of the spirit ?”—(and therefore could have made more than one)—“ And 
wherefore one?” ‘That he might seek a godly seed,” is the answer, which strongly shows 
how closely connected in the Prophet’s mind were the circumstances _of piety in the offspring 
and the restraint of marriage to one wife only; for:he thus glances at. one of the obvious évils 
ot polygamy, its deteriorating moral influence upon children. If, however, in some instances. 
the practice of the Jews fell short of the strictness of the original law of marriage, that law is 
now fully restored by Christ. In a discourse with the Pharisees, he not.only reénacts that 
law, but guards against its evasion by the practice of divorce; and asserts the marriage union 
te be indissoluble by any thing but adultery: The argument of our Lord in this discourse is, 
indeed, equally conclusive against polygamy and against the practice of divorce ; for “if,” says 
Dr. Paley, “ whoever putteth away his wife and marrieth another comMitteth adultery, he who 
marrieth another, the first wife being living, is no less guilty of adultery ; because the adultery 
does not consist in the repudiation of the first wife ; for, however cruel and unjust thatumay be, 
it is not adultery ; but in entering into a second marriage, during the legal existence and obli- 
gation of the first.” 3 Lae i s ; 
“Nature itself comes in also as a confirmation of this original law. In births, there is a small 
surplusage of males over females; which, being reduced oy the more precarious life of males, 
and-by: the accidents to which more than females they-are exposed from wars and dangerous 
employments, brings the number of males and females to a par, and shows. that.in the order 
of providence a man ought to have but one wife; and that where polygamy is not allowed, 
every woman may have a husband. «This equality, too, is found in all countries; although 
some licentious writers have attempted to deny it upon unsound evidence. 

Another end of ra was, the prevention of fornication; and as this is done, not only 
by providing for a lawful gratification of the sexual appetite; but more. especially by that 
mutual affection upon which marriages, when contracted according to the will of God, are 
founded, this conjunction necessarily requires that degree of love between the contracting 

arties which produces a preference of each other above every man or woman in the world.. 
erever this degree of affection docs not exist, it, may therefore be concluded that the rite of 
marriage is profaned, and the greatest security for the accomplishment of its moral ends weak~ 
ened or destroyed. Interest, compliance with the views of family connections, caprice, or 
corporal attractions, it may be therefore conduded, are not in themselves lawful grounds of 
marriage, as tending, without affection, to frusttate the intention of God in its institution; to 
which end all are bound to subject themselves. On the other hand, since love is often a 
delusive and sickly affection, exceedingly temporary and uncertain, when it is unconnected. 
with judgment and prudence; and also because marriages are for the most*part contracted by 
the young and inexperienced, whose passions are then atrongest when their judgments are 
most immature ; in no step in life is the counsel of others more necessary, and in.no case ought 
it to be sought with greater docility than inthis. A proper respect to the circumstances of 
age, fitness, &c, ought never to be superseded by. the plea of mere affection; although no 
circumstances can justify marriage without that degree of affection which produces an absolute 

reference, ; i ) 

- Whether marriage be a civil or a religious contract has been a subject of dispute. The truth 
seems to be that it is both. It has itsengagements to men, and its vows to God. A Christian 
state recognises marriage as a branch of public morality, and a source of civil peace and strength. 
It is connected with the peace of society by assigning one woman to one man, and the state 
protects him, therefore, in her exclusive possession. Christianity, by allowing divorce in the 
event of adultery, supposes, also, that’ the crime must be proved by proper evidence before the 
civil magistrate; and lest divorce should be the result of unfounded suspicion, or be made a 
cover for license, the decision of the case could safely be lodged no where else. Marriage, too, 
as placing one human being more completely under the power of another than any other rela- 
tion, requires laws for the protection of those who are thus so exposed to injury. The distri- 
bution of society into families, also, can only be an instrument for promoting the order of the 
community, by the cognizance which the law takes of the head of a family, and by making 
him responsible, to a certain extent, for the conduct of those under his influence. Questions 
of property are also involved in marriage and its issue.. The law must, therefore, for these 
and many other weighty reasons, be cognizant of marriage; must prescribe various regulations 
respecting it; require publicity of the contract; and guard some of the great injunctions of 
religion in the matter by penalties. . In no well ordered state can marriage, therefore, be so 
exclusively left to religion as to shut out the cognizance and control of the state. But then 
those who would have the whole matter to lie between the parties themselves, and the civil 
magistrate, appear wholly to forget that marriage is a solemn religious act, in which vows are 
made to God by both persons, who, when the rite is properly understood, engage to abide by 
all those laws with which he has guarded the institution; to love and cherish each other; and 
to remain faithful to each other until death. For if, at least, they profess belief in Christianity, 
whatever duties are laid upon husbands and wives in Holy Scripture, they engage to obey, 
by the very act of their contracting marriage, The question, then, is whether such vows to 
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God as are necessarily involved in marriage, are to be left between the parties and God 
privately, or whether they ought to be init 3 made before his ministers and the chureh. 
On this the Scriptures are silent; but though Michaelis has showed (1)-that‘the priests.under _ 

‘the law were not appointed to celebrate marriage; yet in the practice of the modern Jews, it 


- is a religious ceremony, the chief Rabbi of the-synagogue being present, and prayers being 


appointed for the occasion. (2) This renders it probable that the character of the ceremony 
under the law, from the most ancient times, was a religious one. "The more direct connection 
of marriage with religion in Christian states, by assigning its celebration to the ministers of 
“religion, appears to bé a very beneficial custom, and. one which the state has a right to-enjoin, 
‘For'since' the welfare and morals of society are so much interested in the performance of the 
mutual duties of the married state; and since those duties havea: religious as well as‘a civil 
character, it is most proper that some provision should be made for explaining those duties; 
and for this a standing form of marriage is best aout By acts of religion, also, they are 
more solemnly impressed upon the parties: When this is prescribed in any state, it hecomes. 
a Christian cheerfully, and even thankfully, to comply with a custom of so important a ten- 
dency, as matter of conscientious subjection to lawful authority, although no Scriptural pom 
can be pleaded for it. ‘That the ceremony should be confined to the clergy of an established 
church is a different consideration: We are inclined to think that the religious effect would be 
greater, were the ministers of each religious body to be authorized by the state to celebrate 
marriages among their own people, due provision being made for the regular and secure tegis- 
try of them, and to prevent the civil laws respecting marriage from being evaded. tht 
‘When this important contract is once made, then certain rights are acquired by the parties 
mutually, who are also bound by’ reciprocal duties, in the fulfilment-of which the practical 
“righteousness” of each consists. -Here, also, the superior character. of the morals of the New 
Testament, as well as their higher authority, is illustrated. It may, indeed, be within the 
scope of mere moralists to show that fidelity, and affection, and all the courtesies necessary to 
maintain affection, are rationally obligatory upon those who are connected by the nuptial bond ; 
but in Christianity that fidelity is guarded by the express law, “Thou shalt not commit 
adultery ;” and by our Lord’s exposition of the spirit of that lew, which forbids the indulgence 
of loose thoughts and desires, and places the purity of the heart under the guardianship of that 
hallowed fear which his authority tends to inspire. Affection, too, is made a matter of diligent 
cultivation upon considerations, and by a standard, peculiar to our religion. Husbands are 
placed in a relation to their wives, similar to that which Christ bears to his church, and his 
example is thus made their-rule: As Christ “gave himself,” his life, “for the church,” Eph. 
v, 25, so are they to hazard life for their wives. As Christ saves his church, so is it the 
bounden duty of husbands, to endeavour, dy every possible means, to promote the religio®s 
edification and salvation of their wives. The connection is thus exalted-into a religious one; 
and when love which knows no abatement, protection at the hazard of life, and a tender and 
constant solicitude for the salvation of a wife, are thus enjoined, -the greatest possible security 
is established for the exercise.of kindness and fidelity. The oneness of this union is also more 
forcibly stated: in Seripture than any where beside: “They twain:shall be one. flesh.” ‘So 
ought mei to-love their wives as their own bodies 3 he that loveth his wife loveth himself. For 
no man ever yet hated his own-flesh, but nourisheth and cherisheth it, even asthe Lord the 
church.” Precept and illustration can go no higher than this; and nothing evidently is want- 
ing either of direction or authority to raise the state of marriage into the highest, most endear- 
ing, and sanctified relation in which two human beings can stand to each other.. The duties 
of wives are reciprocal to those of husbands. The outline in the note below-(3) comprises 


Q) Commentaries’on the Laws of Moses. (2) Allen’s: Modern Judaism. 
(3) PARTICULAR DUTIES OF WIVES PARTICULAR DUTIES OF HUSBANDS; 
Subjection, the generall head of all wives duties. Wisdom and love, the yen es heads of all hus ’ a Ja 
Acknowledgment of an husbands superioritie. rec apat race of a wives neere conjurietiaa tad 


e fellowship with her husband. m ay 
A. due esteeme of her owne husband as the best for A good esteeme of his own wife as the best-for him, 
her, and worthy of honour on her part. ; and worthy of love.on his part. sao 
An inward wive-like fear. 5 ; An inward intire affection. — aa se 
An outward reverend carriage towards her husband, Anoutward amiable carriage towards his wife, which 
which consisteth in a wive-like sobrietie, mildnesse, consisteth in an husband-like gravity, mildnesse; © 


= 


curtissie, and modestie in apparel. courteous acceptance of her curtissie, and allow. 
: ing her to'wear fit apparel. = f 
Reverend speech to and of her husband, ee Mild and loving speech to and of his wife. 
Obedience. A wise maintainin, 


ain authority, and forbearing ta 

3 j ? wig . . exact all that is : power. . 

Forbearing to do without, or against her husband’s A ready yielding to his wives request, and giving a 
consent, such things as he hath power to order, as, __ general! consent and libertie unto her to order the 
to. dispose and order the common goods of the affaires of the house, children, servants, &c. And 
familie, and the allowance for it, or children sér- a free allowing ther something to bestow aa sha 
vants, cattell, guests, journies, &c. seeth decasion, — ~ i ; 
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both; te a series of obligations which are obviously drawn from the IN ew Testament ; 


but which nothing except that could furnish. 
although expressed in 


The extract is made from an old writer, 


and 
homely phrase, will be admired for discrimination cn comprehensive 


_ + HE DUTIES OF CHILDREN is a branch of Christian morality which receives both illustra- 
on and authority in-a very remarkable and peculiar manner from the Scriptures. “ Honour 
thy father and thy mother,” is a precept which occupies a place in those Tables of Law 


which were written at first by the finger of God 
first commandment with promise.” The meaning 
imports, as appears from various passages in which 


ful obedience. 
the pee 


apest sources of domestic felicity. — 
The honouring of parents is likewise enforced in Scripture 


; and is, as the Apostle Paul notes, “the 
of the term honour is comprehensive, and. 
it occurs, revehttien, affection, and grate- 


It expresses at once a principle and a eating, ‘each of which must influence 

e binding obedience upon the conscience, the other rendering it the free effu- 
sion of the heart ; one securing the great points of duty, 
tender sentiments and courtesies which mutually meliorate the tempey, and open one of the 


and the other giving rise to a thousand 


by a temporal promise. ‘This 


peculiar to the’ Law; for when the Apostle refers to this “as the first commandment 


ith promise, 


and adds, “that it may -be well with thee, and that thou mayest live long on 
the earth,” Eph. vi,~3, 4, he clearly intimates that this promise is carried 


forward into the 


Christian dispensation; and though it is undoubtedly modified by the circuinstances of an 
economy which is not so much founded upon temporal promises as the Law, it retains its full 
force as.a general declaration of spécial favour on the part of God. This duty also derives a 


most influential and affecting illustration from 


the-conduct of our Lord, who was himself an 


instance of subjection to parents; of the kindest behaviour to them; and who, aimidst his 
agonies on the cross, commended his weeping mother to the special regard of the beloved 


A ready yielding to what her husband would have 
done. This ig manifested by a willingnesse to 
dwell whereshe will, to come when he calls, and to. 
_Go what he requireth. 

A patient bearing of any reproofe, and a ready re- 
dressing ofthat for which she is justly reproved. 

Contentment with her husbands present estate. - - 

Such a subjection as may stand-with her subjection 
to Christ. - 

Such a subjection as the church yieldetl to Christ, 
which is sincere, pure, cheerful, constant, for con- - 


science sake. 7 


ABERRATIONS OF WIVES FROM THEIR PAR- 
TICULAR DUTIES, 


Ambition, the generall ground of the aberrations of 
wives. .. a 
A: conceit that wives are their husbands equals. : 
A conceit that she could better subject herselfe to any 
other man than to her own husband. 
An inward despising of her husband. 
Unreyerend behaviour towards her husband, mani- 
_ fested by lightnesse, sullennesse, scornefulnesse, 
* and vanity in her attire. 
nreverend speech to and of her husband. 
ye out standing on her owne will. — ; 
peremptory undertaking to do things as at 
is 


Ay 
without and against her husbands consent. 


Discontent af her husbands est 


se 


Such a pleasing of her husband as offendeth Christ. 


_ A provident care 


A forbearing to exact more than his wife is willing to 
doe, or to force her. to dwell where it is not meet, 
or to enjoyne her to do things that are unmeet in 
themselves, or against her mind. ; 

A wise ordering of reproofe, not using it without just 

"_and weighty cause, and then privately, and meekly. 

for his wifé, according to his abili- 


tes. ’ 
A forbearing to exact any thing which stands not 
with a good conscience. ~ bad 
Such a love as Christ beareth tothe church, and man 
to himselfe, which is first - n deed and truth, 
pure, chaste, constant, — os hose 


CES 


7 Wee |: 

eta: Seley . ‘ 
ABERRATIONS OF HUSBANDS FROM THEIR PAR- 
TICULAR DUTIES 


Want of wisdome and love, the generall grounds of 
the aberrations of husbands. ' 

Too mean account of wives. ; : 
A preposterous conceit of his owne wife to be the 
worst of all, and that he could love any but her. 

A stoicall disposition, without all heat of affection. 

An unbeseeming carriage towards his wife, mani- 
fested by his baseness, tyrannicall usage of her, 
loftinesse, rashnesse, and niggardlinesse. R 

Harsh, proud, and bitter speeches to and of his wife. 

Losing of his authority, : ; 

Too much strictnesse over his wife. This is manifest- 
ed by resiraining her from doing any thing without 
particular and expresse-consent, faking too strict 
account of her, and allowing her no'more: than is 
heedfull for her owne private use, 


Too lordly a standing upon the highest step of his 
_ authority : being too frequent, insolent, and peremp- 
_ tory, in commanding things frivolous, unmeet, and 
‘against his wifes minde and conscience. 
Rashnesse and bitternesse in reproving : and that too 


frequently, on slight occasions, and disgracefally 


_ » before children, servants, and strangers. 


A earelegse neglect of his wife, and niggardly dealing 


_. with her, and that in her weaknesse. 


A commanding of unlawfull things. 


Such a subjection as is most unlike to the churcl’s, Such a disposition as is thost unlike.to Christ’s, and 


yiz. fained, forced, fickle, &e, 


% 


_ to that which a man beareth to himselfe, viz. com 


pliment, impure, for by*respects, inconstant, &e. 


te 


» 
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disciple, John, charging him with her care and support as a “‘son,” in his own stead. In no 
system of mere ethics, certainly, is this great duty, on which so much of human interest and 
felicity depends, and which exerts so much influence upon society, thus illustrated, and thus 
enforced. a ea i et! $5. as” sie 
.. The duties of children may be.thus sketched. ; ets ‘i eeiod ‘ 

Love, which is founded upon esteem and reverence, comprises gratitude also; no small 
degree of which is obligatory upon every child for the unwearied cares, labours, and kindness 
of parental affection. In the few unhappy instances in which. esteem for a parent can have 
little place, gratitude, at least, ought to remain ;, nor can any case arise in which the obliga- 
tion of filial love can be cancelled. = ee ee ea 

Reverence, which consists in that honourable esteem of parents which children ought to 
cherish in their hearts, and from which springs on the one hand the desire to please; and.on 
the other the fear to offend. The fear of a child-is, however, opposed to the fear of a slave ; 
the latter has respect chiefly to the punishment which may be inflicted ;' but the other bemg. 
mixed with love, and the desire to be loved, has respect to the offence which may be taken by 
a parent, his grief, and his displeasure. . Hence the fear of God, as,a-grace of the Spirit in’ 
the regenerate, is compared:to. the fear of children, This reverential regard due to parents 
has its external expression in all honour and civility, whether in words or actions. . The 
behaviour is to be submissive, the speech. respectful, reproof is to-be borne by them with 
meekness, andthe impatience of parents sustained in silence. Children are bound to close 
their eyes as much as possible upon the failings and infirmities of the authors of their being, 
and: always to speak of them honourably ae themselves, and in the presence of others, 
“The hearts of all men go along with Noah in laying punishment upon Ham for his unna- 
tural and profane derision, and love the memory. of those sons that would not see themselves, 
nor suffer others to be the witnesses of the miscarriages of their father.” In the duty of 
“honouring”, parents, is also included their support when in necessity. This appears from 
our Lord’s application of this commandment of the Law in his reproof of the Pharisees, who, 
if they had made a vow of their property, thought it then lawful to withhold assistance from 
their parents, Matt. xv, 4-6. S535 

To affection and reverence, is to be added, ~ : = ; Sn 

Ozepience, which is universal: “Children,-obey your parents in all things ;” with only 
one restriction, which respects the consciences of children, when at age to judge for them- 
selves. The Apostle therefore adds, “in the Lord.”. That this limits the obedience of chil- 
dren to the lawful commands of parents, is clear also from our Lord’s words, “If any love 
father or mother more than me he is not worthy of me.” God is to be loved and obeyed 
above all. In all lawful things the rule is absolute; and the obedience, like that. we owe:to 
God, ought to be cheerful and unwearied. ‘Should it chance to cross our inclinations, this 
will be no excuse for hesitancy, much less, for refusal. . 

One of the principal cases in which this principle is often most severely tried, is that of 
marriage. The general rule clearly is, that neither son nor daughter ought to marry against 
the command of a father, with whom the prime authority of the family is lodged; nor even 
without the consent of the mother, should the father be willing, if she can find any weighty 
reason for her objection; for, although the authority of the mother is subordinate and second- 
ary, yet is she entitled to obedience from the child. There-is, however, a considerable differ- 
ence between marrying at the command of a parent, and marrying.against his prohibition. 
In the first case, children are more at liberty than in the other; yet even here, the wishes. of 
parents in this respect are to be taken into most serious consideration, with a prepondering 
desire to yield to them: but if a child-feels that his affections still refuse to run in the course of 
the parents’ wishes; if he is conscious that he cannot Iove his intended wife “as himself,” ag 
‘his own flesh ;” he is prohibited by a higher rule, which presents an insuperable barrier to- 
his compliance. In this case the child is at liberty to refuse, if it is done deliberately, and 
expressed with pacar and proper regret at not being able to comply, for the reasons stated ; 
and every parent ought to dispense freely with the claim of obedience. _ But. to marry in 
Opposition to a parent’s express prohibition, is a very grave case. The general rule lies 
directly against this act of disobedience, as against all others, and the violation of it is there- 
fore sin. And what blessing can be expected to follow such marriages? or rather, what curse ’ 
may not be feared to follow them? The law of God is transgressed, and the image of his 
au 4m parents 1s despised. Those exceptions to this rule which can be justified, are 
very few. — ; e 

In no case but where the parties have attained the full legal age of twenty-one years, ought 
an exception to. bé even considered ; but it may perhaps be allowed, 1. When the sole objec- 
tion of the parent is the marriage of his child with a person fearing God. 2. When the sole 
reason given is, a wish to keep a child unmarried from caprice, interest, or other motive, 
which no parent has a right to require, when the child is of legal age. 3. When the objec- 
ons are simply those of prejudice, without reasonable ground; but in this ease, the child 
ought not to assume to be the sole judge of the parent’s reasons; and would not be at liberty 
to act, unless supported by the opinion of impartiat and judicious friends, whose advice and 
mediation ought to.be asked, in order that, in so delicate an affair, he or she may proceed 
With a clear conscience,. 


* 
THIRD.) THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. 595 


‘The persuading a daughter to elope from her parents’ house, where tne motive is no other 
than the wilful following of personal affection, which spurns at parental control and authority, 
must, therefore, be considered as a great crime. It induces the daughter to commit a very 
criminal act of disobedience; and, on the part of the man, it is a worse kind of felony than 
stealing the property of another. ‘For children are much more properly a man’s own than 
his goods, and the more highly to be esteemed, by how much reasonable creatures are to be 
preferred before senseless things.”(4) . Yy i 

‘THE DUTIES OF PARENTS are exhibited with equal clearness in the Scriptures, and contain 
a body of most important practical instructions. ' : ; 

The first duty is Love, which, although a natural instinct, is yet to be cultivated and 
nourished by Christians under a sense of duty, and by frequent meditation upon all those 
wmportant and interesting relations in which religion has placed them and their offspring. 
The duty of sustentation and care, therefore, under the most trying circumstances, is impe- 
rative upon parents; for, though this is not directly enjoined, it is supposed necessarily to 
follow from that parental love which the Scriptures inculcate; and also, because the denial of 
either to infants would destroy. them, and thus the unnatural-parent would be involved in the 
ermme of murder. ait ; 

To this follows instrucTion, care for the mind succeeding the nourishment and care of the 
body. This relates to the providing such an education for children as is suited to their con- 
dition, and by which they may be fitted to gain a reputable livelihood when they are of age 
to apply- themselves to business. But it specially relates to their instruction in the doctrines 
of Holy Writ. This is clearly what the Apostle Paul means, Eph. vi, 4, by directing parents 
to “bring them‘up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord.” A parent is considered in 
Scripture as a priest in his own family, which is a view of this relation not to be found in 
ethical writers, or deducible from any principles from which they would infer parental duties, 
independently of revelation; and from this 1t derives a most exalted charaeter.. The offices 
of sacrifice, intercession, and religious instruction, were all performed by the Patriarchs; and, 
as we have already seen, although, under the Law, the offering of sacrifices was’ restrained to 
the appointed priesthood, ‘yet was it still the duty of the head of the family to bring his 
sacrifices for immolation in the prescribed manner; and so far was the institution of public 
teachers from being designed to supersede the father’s Office, that the heads of the Jewish 
families are specially enjoined to teach the law to their children diligently, and daily, Deut. 
vi, 7. Under the same view does Christianity regard the heads of its families, as priests in 
their houses, offering spiritual gifts and sacrifices, and as the religious instructers of their 
children. Hence it is, in the passage above quoted, that “fathers” are commanded ‘to bring: 
up their children in the nurture and admonition of the Lord;” or, in other words, in the 
knowledge of the doctrines, duties, motives, and hopes of the Christian religion. This is a 
work, therefore, which belongs to the-very office of a father as the priest of his household, and 
cannot be neglected by him, but at his own, and his children’s peril. ‘Nor is it to be occa- 
sionally and eursorily performed, but so that the object may be attained, namely, that the 
may “know the Scriptures from their childhood,” and have stored their minds with their 
laws, and doctrines, and promises, as their guide mn future hfe ; a work which will require, at 
least, as much attention from the Christian as from the Jewish parent, who was commanded 
on this wise,— Thou shalt teach them diligently to thy children, and thou shalt talk of them 
when thou sittest in thy house, and when thou walkest by the way, when thou liest down, 
and when thou risest up.” The practice of the Jews in this respect, appears to have been 
adopted by the Christians of the primitive churches, which were composed of both Jewish 
and Gentile converts in almost every place; and from them it is probable that the early cus- 
toms of teaching children to commit portions of Scripture to memory, to repeat prayers night 
and morning, and to approach their parents for their blessing, might be derived. ‘The last 

leasing and impressive form, which contains a recognition of the domestic priesthood, as 
inherent in the head of any family, has in this country grown of late into disuse, which is 
much to be regretted. torts : : 

It is also essential to the proper discharge of the parental duty of instructing children, that 
every means should be used to render what is taught influential upon the heart and conduct. 
It is, therefore, solemnly imperative upon parents to be “holy in all manner of conversation, 
and godliness,” and thus to’enforce truth by example. It'eoncerns them, as much as minis- 
ters, to be anxious for the success of their labours; and recognising the same principle, that 
“God giveth the increase,” to be abundant in prayers for the gift of the Holy Spirit to their 
children. Both as a means of grace, and in recognition of God’s eovenant of mercy with them 
and their seed after them, it behoowes-them also to bring their children to baptism in their 
infaney; to explain to them the baptismal covenant when they are able to understand it ; 
and to habituate them from early years to the observance of the Sabbath, and to regular 
attendance on the public worship of God. 5 ] 

The government of children, is another great branch of parental duty, in which both the 

arents are bound cordially to unite. Like all other kinds of government appointed by God, 
the end is the good of those subject to it; and it therefore excludes all caprice, vexation, and 


(4) Gouge on Relative Duties. 
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tyranny.. In the case of parents, it is eminently a government a teas and therefore, 
aithough it includes strictness, it necessarily excludes severity. The mild and benevolent 
character of our Divine’religion displays itself here, as in every other instance where the heat 
of temper, the possession of power, or the ebullitions of passion, might be turned against the 
-weak’and unprotected. The civil laws of those countries in which Christianity was first 
‘promulgated, gave great power to Lg over their children, (5) which, in the wu: e ng 
spirit of Paganism, was often harshly, and even cruelly, used. On the contrary, . 
enjoins, “ And ye fathers, provoke not your children to wrath,” meaning plainly, b y a rigor 
ous severity, an overbearing and tyrannical behaviour, tending to exasperate angry passio1 
in them. So again, “Fathers, provoke not your children, lest they be discouraged,” dis- 
eouraged from all attempts at pleasing, as regarding it an unpossible task, “and be unfitted 
to pass through the world with advantage, when their spirits have been unreasonably broken 
under an oppressive yoke, in the earliest years of their life.”(6) But though the parental 
government is founded upon kindness, and can never be separated from it, when rightly 
understood and exercised, it is still government, and is a trust committed by God to the 
parent, which must be faithfully discharged. Corporat Correction is not only allowed, but is 
made a duty in Scripture, where other means would be ineffectual. Yet it may be laid down 
as a certain principle, that, where-the authority of a parent is exercised with constancy and 
discretion, and enforced by gravity, kindness, and character, this will seldom be found neces- 
sary ; nor, when the steady resolution of the parent to inflict it when it is demanded by the 
case, is once known to the child, will it need often to be repeated. - Parental government is 
also concerned in forming the-manners of children; in inculcating civility, order, cleanliness, 
industry, and economy ; in repressing extravagant desires and gratifications in dress and 
amusements ;’ and in habituating the will to a ready submission to authority. It must be so 
supreme, whatever the wa of children may be} as to-control the whole-order and habits of the 
family, and to exclude all licentiousness; riot, and unbecoming amusements from the house, 
lest the curse of Eli should fall upon those who imitate his example in not reproving evil with 
sufficient earnestness, and not restraining it by the effectual exercise of authority. 

Another duty of parents is the comfortable settlement of their children in the world, as far 
as their ability extends. This includes the discreet choosing of a calling, by which their 
children may “provide things honest in the sight of all men ;” taking especial care, however, 

_ that their moral safety shall be consulted in the choice,—a consideration which too many dis- 
regard, under the influence of carelessness, or a vain ambition. The “laying up‘for children’? 
is also sanctioned both by nature, and by our religion; but this is not so to be understood as 
that the comforts of a parent, according to his rank in life, should be abridged; nor that it 
should interfere with those charities which Christianity has made his personal duty. 

The next of these reciprocal duties, are those of sERVANT and MASTER. rohit 

This is a relation which will continue to the end of time. Equality of condition is alike 
contrary to the nature of things, and to the appointment of God. “Some must toil, and others 
direct ; some command, and others obey; nor is this order contrary to the real interest of the: 
multitude, as at first sight it might appear. "The acquisition of wealth by a few affords more: 
abundant employment to the many; and in a well ordered, thriving, and industrious state, 
except in seasons of peculiar distress, it is evident, that the comforts of the lower classes are 
greater than could be attained were the land equally divided among them, and so left to their 
own cultivation that no one should be the servant of another. To preserve such a state of 
things would be impossible; and could it be done, no arts but of the rudest kind, no manu- 
factures, and no commerce, could exist. The verygfirst attempt to introduce these would 
necessarily create the two classes of workmen and employers; of the many who labour with 
the hands, and the few who labour with the mind, in directing the operations; and-thus the 
equality would be destroyed. i tear 

It is not, however, to be denied, that through the bad principles and violent passions of 
man, the relations of servant and master have been a source of great evil and misery. ‘The 
more, therefore, is that religion to be valued, which, since these relations must exist, restrains. 
the evil that is incident to them, and shows how they may be made sources of mutual bene- 
volence and happiness. Wherever the practical influence of religion has not been felt, serv-, 
ants have generally been more or less treated with contempt, contumely, harshness, and 
oppression. ‘They, on the contrary, are, from their natural corruption, inclined to resent 


authority, to indulge selfishness, and to commit fraud, either by withholding the just quantum 
of labour, or by direct theft. From the conflict -o 


di : : of these evils in servants and in masters, too 
often result suspicion, cunning, overreaching, malignant passions, contemptuous and irritatine 


speeches, the’ loss of’ principle in the servant, and of kind and equitable feeling on the part of 
the master. : 


The direct manner in which the precepts of the N 
eannot but be remarked. Government in masters, as well asin fathers, is an appointment of 
God, though differing in circumstances; and it is, therefore, to be honoured. “Tet as many 


servants as are under the yoke, count their own masters worthy of all honour;” a direction 


ew Testament tend to remedy these evils, 


(5) By the old Roman lew, the father had the power of life and death, as to hi childs 
(6) Doddridge on Colossians iii, 21. a : ‘ me 
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pio og both respectful thoughts, and humility and propriety of external demeanour 

ard them. Obedience to their commands. in all things lawful-is next enforced ; which . 
obedience is to be grounded:on principle and conscience; on “singleness of heart, as unt 
Christ ;” thus serving a master with the same sincerity, the same desire to do the appointed 

~ work well, as is required of us by Christ. This service is also to be cheerful, and not wrung 
out merely by a sense of duty: ‘ Not with eye service, as men pleasers ;” not haying respect 
simply to the approbation of the master, but ‘as the servants of Christ,” making profession 
af his religion, “doing the will of God,” in this branch of duty, “from the heart,” with alac- 
rity and good feeling. The duties of servants, stated in these brief precepts, might easily be - 
shown to comprehend every particular which can be justly required of persons in this station ; 
and the whole is enforced bya sanction which could have no place but ina revelation from 
God,—“ Knowing that whatsoever good thing any man doeth, the same shall he receive of the 
Lord, whether he be bond or free,” Eph. vi, 5. In other-words, even the common duties of 
servants, when faithfully, cheerfully, and piously performed, are by Christianity made 
rewardable actions: “Of the Lord ye shall receive a reward.” 

‘The duties of servants and masters are, however, strictly reciprocal. Hence the Apostle 
continues his injunctions as to the right discharge of these relations, by saying, immediately 
after he had prescribed the conduct of servants, “And ye, masters, do the same things unto 
them ;” that is, act toward them upon the same equitable, conscientious, and benevolent 
-principles, as you exact from them. He then grounds his rules, as to masters, upon the great 
and ‘influential principle, “Knowing that your Master is in heaven;” that you are under 
authority, and are accountable to him for your conduct to your servants. Thus masters are 
under the eye of God, who not only maintains their authority, when properly exercised, 

y making their servants accountable for any contempt of it, and for every other failure of 
duty, but alse holds the master himself responsible for its just and mild exercise. A solemn 
and religious aspect is thus at once given to a relation, which: by many is considered as one 
merely of interest. When the Apostle enjoins it on masters to “forbear threatening,” he 
inculcates the treatment of servants with-kindness of manner, with humanity, and good nature ; 
and, by consequence also, the cultivation of that benevolent feeling toward persons in this 
condition, which in all rightly influenced minds, will flow from the consideration of their 
equality with themselves in the sight of God ; their equal shure in the benefits of redemption; 
their relation to us as brethren in Christ, if they are “‘partakers of like precious faith;” and 
their title to the common inheritance of heaven, where all those temporary distinctions on 
‘which human vanity is so apt to fasten, shall be done away. There will also not be wantin 
in such minds, a consideration of the service rendered; (for the benefit is mutual ;) and a 
feeling of gratitude for service faithfully performed, although it is compensated by wages 
or hire. ~ : =f 

To benevolent sentiment the Apostle, however, adds the principles of justice and equity : 
“Masters, give to your servants that which is just and equal, knowing that ye also have a 
Master in heaven,” who is the avenger of injustice. The terms just and equal, though terns 
of near affinity, have a somewhat different signification. To give that which is just toa 
servant, is to deal with him according to an agreement made; but to give him what is equal, 
is to deal fairly and honestly with him, and to return what is his due in reason and conscience, 
even when there are circumstances in the case which strict law would not oblige us to take into 
the account. “Justice makes our contracts the measure of our dealings with others, and equity 
our consciences.” (7) Equity here may also have respect particularly to that important rule 
which obliges us to do to others what we would, in the same circumstances, have them to do 
tous. This rule of equity has a large range in the treatment of servants. It excludes all 
arbitrary and tyrannical government; it teaches masters to respect the strength and capacit 
of their servants; it represses rage and passion, contumely and insult; and it directs that their 
Jabour shall not beso extended as not to leave proper time for rest, for attendance on God’s 
worship, and, at proper seasons, for recreation. ~ 

The religious duties of masters are also of great importance. 

Under the Old Testament the servants of a house partook of the common benefit of the true 
religion, as appears from the case of the servants of Abraham, who were all brought into the 
covenant of circumcision; and from the early prohibition of idolatrous practices in families, 
and, consequently, the maintenance of the common worship of God. The same consecration 
of whole families to God we see in the New Testament; in the baptism of “houses,” and the 
existence of domestic churches, The practice of inculcating the true religion upon servants, 
passed from the Jews to the first. Christians, and followed indeed from the conscientious 
employment of the master’s influence in favour of piety; a point to which we shall again 
advert. ; 

_ From all this arises the duty of instructing servants in the principles of religion ; of teaching 
them to read, and furnishing them with the Scriptures; of having them present at family 
worship ;, and of conversing with them faithfully and affectionately respecting their best 
interests. In particular, it is to be observed, that servants have by the law of God a right to 
the Sabbath, of which no master can, without sin, deprive them. ‘They are entitled under that 


a 


(7) Fleetwood’s Relative Duties, 
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law to rest on that day ; and that not only for the recreation of their strength and spirits, but, 
especially, to enable them to attend public worship, and to read the Scriptures, and pray in 

rivate. Against this duty all those offend who employ servants in works of gain ; ‘and also 
‘those who do not so arrange the affairs of their households, that domestic servants may be as 
little occupied as possible with the affairs of the house, in order that ahey may be able reli- 
giously to use a day which is made as much theirs as their masters’, by the express letter. of 
the law of God; nor-can the blessing of God be expected to rest upon families where this 
shocking indifference to the religious interests of domestics, and this open disregard of the 
Divine command prevail. A Jewish strictness in.some particulars is not bound upon Chris- 
tians: as for example, the prohibition against lighting fires. These were parts of the muni- 
cipal, not the moral law of the Jews; and they have respect to a people living in a certain 
climate, and in peculiar circumstances. But even these prohibitions are of use as teaching us 
self-denial, and that in all cases we ought to keep within the rules of necessity. Unnecessary 
occupations are clearly forbidden even’ when ey do. not come under the description of work 
for gain; and when they are avoided, there will be sufficient leisure for every part of a family 
to enjoy the Sabbath as a day of rest, and as a day of undistracted devotion. We may here 
also advert to that heavy national offence which still hangs upon us, the denying to the great 
majority of our bond slaves in the West Indies, those Sabbath rights which are secured to 
them by the very religion we profess. Neither as a day. of rest, nor as a day of worship, is. 
this sacred day granted to them; and for this our insolent and contemptuous defiance of God’s 
holy law, wé must be held accountable. This is,a consideration which ought to induce that 
part of the community who retain any fear of God, to be unwearied in their applications to. 
the legislature until this great-reproach, this weight of offence against religion and humanity, 
shall be taken away from us. . 2 } 5 rs ‘ 

The employment of influence for the religious benefit of servants, forms another part of the 
duty of every Christian master. This appears to be obligatory upon the general principle, 
that every thing which can be used by us to promote the will of God, and to benefit others, 
is a “talent” committed to us, which we are required by our Lord to “occupy.” . It is greatly 
to be feared, that this duty is much neglected among professedly religious masters; that even 
domestic servants are suffered to live in « State of spiritual danger, without any means being 
regularly and, affectionately-used to. bring them to the practical knowledge of the truth; 
means which, if used with judgment and perseverance, and enforced by the natural influence _ 
of a superior, might prove in many instances both corrective and saving. But if this duty be 
much neglected in households, it is much more disregarded as to that class. of servants who 
aré employed as day labourers by the farmer, as journeymen by. the master artisan, and as 
eworkmen by the manufacturer. More or less the master comes into immediate connection 
with this class of servants; and although they are not so directly under his control as those 
of his household, nor within reach of the same instruction, yet is he bound to discountenance 
vice among them; to recommend their attendance on public worship; to see that their chil- 
dren-are sent to schools; to provide religious help for them when sick; to prefer sober and 
religious men to others; and to pay them their wages. in due time for market, and so early 
on the Saturday, or on the Friday, that their families may not be obstructed if their prepara- 
tions for attending the house of God on the Lord’s day morning... If the religious character 
and bias of the master were thus felt by his whole establishment, and a due regard paid uni- 
formly to justice and benevolence in the treatment of all in his employ, not only would great 
moral good be the result, but there would be reason to hope that the relation between em- 
ployers and their workmen, which, in consequence of frequent disputes respecting wages and 
combinations, has been rendered suspicious and vexatious, would assume a character of 
mutual confidence and reciprocal good will. . 

_Poxrricat susrice respects chiefly the relation of subject and sovereign, a delicate branch 
of morals in a religious system introduced into the world under such circumstances as Chris- 
tianity, and which in its wisdom it has resolved into general principles of easy application, 
in ordinary circumstances.. With equal wisdom it has left extraordinary emergencies unpro- 
wided for by special directions; though even in such cases the path of duty is not without 
light reflected upon it from the whole genius and spirit of the institution. 

On the origin of power, and other questions of government, endless controversies have been 
held, and very. different theories adopted, which, so happily is the world exchanging govern- 
ment by force for government by public opinion, have now lost. much of their interest, and 
require not, therefore, a particular examination. ae aes 

On this branch of morals, as on the others we have already considered, the Scriptures 
throw a light peculiar to themselves; and the theory of government which they contain will 
be found perfectly accordant with the experience of the present and best age of the world as 
to practical government, and exhibits a perfect harmony with that still more improved civil 
condition which it must ultimately assume in consequence of the diffusion of knowledge 
freedom, and virtue. a a 

The leading doctrine of Scripture is, that govérnment is an ordinance of God. It was 
manifestly his will that men should live in society ;, this cannot be doubted. The very laws 
he has given to men prescribing their relative duties, assume the permanent existence of social 
relations, and therefore place them under regulation. From this fact the Divine apnointment 
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of government flows as a necessary consequence.. A. society cannot. exist without rules or, 
laws; and it therefore follows that such laws must be upheld by enforcement. Hence an 
- executive power in some form must arise, to guard, to judge, to reward, to punish. For if 
there were no executors of laws, the laws would become a dead letter, which would be the 
same thing as having none at all;,and where there are no laws, there can be no society. But 
we are not left to inference. In the first ages of the world government was paternal, and. 
the power of government was vested in parents by the express appointment of God. Among 
the*Jews, rulers, judges, kings, were also appointed by God himself; and as for all. other 
oo : the New Testament expressly declares, that “the powers which he are ordained 
0! DDiagh jiatese : 

-“The origin of power is not, therefore, from man, but from God. It is not left as-a matter 
of choice to men, whether they will submit to be governed or not; it is God’s appointment 
that they should be subject to those powers whom he, in his government of the world, has 
— over them, in all things for which he has instituted government, that is, that it should 

‘a terror to evil doers, and a praise to them that do well.” ‘Nor are they at liberty “to 
resist the power,” when employed in accomplishing such legitimate ends of government; nor 
to deny the right, nor to refuse the means, even when they have the power todo SO, by which 
the supreme power may restrain. evil, and enforce truth, righteousness, and peace.- Every 
supreme power, we may therefore conclude, is invested with full and unalienable authority 
to govern well; and the people of every state are bound, by the institution of God, cheerfully 
and thankfully to submit to be so governed. ahead: 

There can, therefore, be no such compact between any-parties as shall originate the right 
of government, or the duty of being governed; nor can any compact annul, in the least, the 
xightful: authority of the supreme power to govern efficiently for the full accomplishment of 
the ends for which government was divinely appointed ; nor can it place any limit upon the 
duty of subjects to be governed accordingly. 

_ We may conclude, therefore, with Paley and others, that what is called “the social com- 
pact,” the theory of Locke and his. followers on government, is a pure fiction. In point of 
fact, men never did originate government by mutual agreement; and men are all born under 
some government, and become its subjects, without having any terms. of compact proposed 
to them, or giving any consent to understood terms, or being conscious at all that their assent 
is necessary to.convey the right to govern them, or to impose upon themselves the obligation 
of subjection. The absurdities which Paley has pointed out as necessarily following from the. 
theory of the social compact, appear to be sufficiently well founded; but the fatal objection 
is, that it makes government.a mere creation of man, whereas Scripture makes if. an ~ 
ordinance of God: it supposes no obligation anterior to human consent; whereas’ the. 
appointment of God constitutes the obligation, and is wholly independent of human choice 
and arrangement. : a ae 

The matter of government, however, does not appear to be left so, loose as it is represented 
by the author of the Moral and Political Philosophy. 

The ground of the subject’s obligation which he assigns is, “ the will of God as collected 
from expediency.” We prefer to assign the will of God as announced in the public law of 
the Scriptures; and which manifestly establishes two points as general rules: 1, The positive 
obligation of men to submit to. government: 2. Their obligation to yield obedience, in all 
things lawful, to the governments under which they live, as appointed by God in the order 
of his providence,—“ the powers that be,” the powers which actually exist, “are ordained of 
God.” From these two principles it will follow, that in the case of any number of men and _ 
women being thrown together in some desert. part, of the world, it would be their duty to 
marry, to institute paternal government in their families, and to submit toa common govern- 
ment, in obedience to the declared will of God: and in the case of persons born under any 
established government, that they are required to yield submission to it as an ordinance of 
God, “a power” already appointed, and under which they are placed in the order of Divine 
providence. é 

Evident, however, as these principles are, they can never be pleaded in favour of oppres- 
sion and wrong; since it is always to be remembered that the same Scriptures which establish 
these principles have: set a sufficient number of guards and limits about them, and that the 
rights and duties of sovereign and subject are reciprocal. “ The manner in which they are 
made to harmonize with public interest and liberty will appear after these reciprocal duties 
and ‘rights are explained. rs fo 

The duties of the sovereign power, whatever its form may be, are, the enactment of just and 
equal laws; the impartial execution of those laws in mercy; the encouragement of religion, 
morality, learning, and industry ; the protection and sustenance of the poor and helpless ; 
the maintenance of domestic peace, and, as far as the interests of the community will allow, 
of peace with all nations; the faithful observance of all treaties; an incessant application to 
the cares of government, without exacting more tribute fromthe people than is necessary for 
the real wants of the state, and the honourable maintenance of its officers; the appointment 
of inferior magistrates of probity and fitness, with a diligent and strict oversight of them; and 
finally, the making provision for the continued instruction of the people in the religion of the 
Scriptures which it professes to receive asa revelation from God, and that with such a respect 
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to the rights of conscience, as shall leave all men free to reer: their duties to Him who is 
“higher than the highest.” © A ‘ eg dr ale | Se 

~All these obligations are either plainly expressed, or are to be inferred from such passages 
as the following: “The God of Israel said, the Rock of Israel spake to me, He that ruleth.over 
men must be just, ruling in the fear of God; and he shall be as the light of the morning when 

e! 


the sun riseth, even a morning without clouds; as the tender grass springeth out ofthe earth 
ii ies shining after rain;”’ images which Pca. ae he aes of justice a constant and 
diffusive beneficence. ‘Mercy and truth preserve the king.” » “Ye shall dono unrighteeus- 
nessin judgment; thou shalt not respect the person of the poor, nor honour the person of the 
mighty ; but in righteousness thou shalt judge.” “He that saith unto the wicked, Thou art 
righteous,” that is, acquits the guilty in judgment, “him shall the people curse, nations shall 
abhor him,” “Moreover thou shalt provide out of all the people able men ; such as fear God ; 
men of truth, hating covetousnéess; and place such over them, and let them. judge the people 
at all seasons.” “Him that hath a high look and a proud heart I-will not suffer. Mine eyes 
shall be upon the faithful in the land, that they may dwell with me; he that walketh in a 
perfect way, he shall serve me. He that worketh deceit shall not dwell in my house, he that 
telleth lies shall not tarry in my sight.” To these and many similar passages in the Old 
‘Testament may be added, as so many intimations of the Divine will as to rulers, those patriotic 
and pious practices of such of the judges and kings of Israel as had the express approbation of 
God; for although they may not apply as particular rules in all cases, they have to all suc- 
ceeding ages the force of the general principles which are implied in them. The New Testa- 
ment directions, although expressed generally, are equally comprehensive; and it is worthy 
of remark, that while they assert the Divine ordination of “ the powers that be,” they explicitly 
mark out for what ends they were thus appointed, and allow, therefore, of no plea of Divine 
right in rulers for any thing contrary to them. ‘Render unto Cesar the things that are 
Cesar’s,” that is, things which are Cesar’s by public law and customary impost. » “For rulers 
are not a terror to good works, but to the evil. Wilt thou not be afraid of the power? Do that 
which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same; for he is the minister of God to thee for 
good. But if thou do that which is evil,-be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain; for 
he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.” “Submit 
yourselyes to every ordinance of man, for the Lord’s sake; whether it be to the king, as 
supreme, or unto governors, as unto them that are sent by him for the-punishment of evil 
doers, and for the praise of them that do well.” : NE 
In these passages, which state the legitimate ends of government, and limit God’s ordination 
of government to them, the duties of subjects are-partially anticipated; but they are capable 
‘of a fuller enumeration. . : : 
Subjection and obedience are the first; qualified, however, as we know from the example ot 
the Apostles, with exceptions as to what is contrary to conscience and morality. In such 
cases they obeyed not, but suffered rather. Otherwise the rule is, “Let every soul be subject 
to the higher powers ;” and that not merely “for wrath,” fear of punishment, but “for con- 
science’ sake,” from a conviction that it is right. ‘For this cause pay ye tribute also; for the 
are God’s ministers, attending’ continually upon this very thing. Render, therefore, to all their 
dues, tribute to whom tribute is due, custom to whom custom, fear to whom fear, honour to 
whom honour.” Supplies for the necessities of government are therefore to be willingly and 
faithfully furnished. Rulers are also to be treated with respect and reverence: “Thou shalt 
not speak evil of the ruler of thy people.” They are to be honoured both by external marks 
of respect, and by being maintained in dignity ; their actions are to be judged of with candour 
and charity, and when questioned or blamed, this is to be done with moderation, and not with 
invective or ridicule, a mode of “speaking evil of dignities,” which grossly offends against the 
Christian rule. This branch of our duties is greatly strengthened by the enjoined duty of 
praying for rulers, a circumstance which gives an efficacy to it which no uninspired system 
can furnish. “TI exhort, therefore, that first of all supplications, prayers, intercessions, and 
giving of thanks, be made for all men; for kings, and for all that are in authority, that we 
may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty ; for this is good and accept- 
able in the sight of God our Saviour.” This holy and salutary practice is founded upon a . 
recognition of the ordinance of God as to government; it recognises, also, the existing powers 
in every place as God’s “ministers ;” it supposes that all public affairs are under Divine con- 
‘trol; it reminds men of the arduous duties and responsibility of governors; it promotes a 
benevolent, grateful, and respectful feeling toward them; and it isa powerful euard against 
the factious and seditious spirit. These are so evidently the principles and tendencies of this 
sacred custom, that when prayer has been used, as it sometimes has, to convey the feelings of 
a malignant, factious, or light spirit, every well disposed mind must have been shocked at so 
profane a mockery, and raust have felt that such prayers “for all that are in authority,” were 
any thing but “good and acceptable in the sight of God our Saviour.” 
Connected as these reciprocal rights and duties of rulers, and of their subjects, are with the 
peace, order, liberty, and welfare of society, so that were they universally acted upon, nothing 
would remain to be desired for the promotion of its peace and welfare; it is also evident that 
in no part of the world have they been fully cbserved, and, indeed, in most countries they are, 
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to this day, grossly trampled upon. A questionthen arises, How far does it consist with 
Christian-submission to endea ur to remedy the evils of a government? pears 
On this difficult and often controverted point we must proceed with caution, and with steady 
respect tothe principles above drawn from the word of God; and that the subject may ke less 
entavgled, it may be proper to leave out of our consideration, forthe present, all questions 
relating to rival supreme powers, as in the case of a usurpation, and those which respect the 
duty of subjects, when persecuted. yy their government on account of their religion. 


Although government is enjoined by God, it appears to be left to men to judge in what 


FoRM its purposes may, in certain circumstances, be most effectually accomplished. No direc- — 


A 


tion is given on this subject in the Scriptures. The patriarchal or family governments of the 
most ancient times, were founded upon nature; but when two or more families were- joined 
under one head, either for mutual defence, or for aggression, the [government] ‘was one of 
choice, or it resulted from a submission effected by conquest. Here, in many cases, a compact 
might, and in some instances did, come in, though differing in principle from “ the social com- 
pact” of theoretical writers; and this affords the only rational way of interpreting that real 
social compact which in some degree or other exists in all nations. In all cases where the 
patriarchal government was to be raised into a government common to many families, some: 
considerable number of persons must have determined its form, and they would have the right. 
to place it upon such fundamental principles as might seem best, provided that such principles 
did not interfere with the duties made obligatory by God upon every sovereign power, and 
with the obligations of the subjectto be governed by justice in mercy, and to be controlled 
from injuring others. Equally clear would be the right of the community, cither en. masse, or 
by their natural heads or representatives; to agree upon a body of laws, which should be the 
standing and published expression of the will of the supreme power, that so the sovereign 
will on all main questions might not be subject to constant changes and the caprice of an 
individual ; and to oblige the sovereign, as the condition of his office, to bind himself to observe 
these fundamental principles and laws of the state by solemmoath, which has been the practice 
among many nations, and especially those of the Gothic stock. It follows from hence, that 
while there is an ordination of God as to government, prior to the establishment.of all govern- 
ments, there is no ordination of a particular man or men to govern, nor any investment of 
families with hereditary right. There is no such ordination in Scripture, and we know that 
none takes places by particular revelation. God “setteth up one, and putteth down another,” 
in virtue of his dominion over all things; but he does this through men themselves, as his 
controlled and often unconscious ‘instruments. Hence, by St. Peter, in perfect, consistency. 
with St. Paul, the existing governments of the world are called “ordinances of men.”—% Sub- 
mit to every ordinance of man,” or to every human creation or constitution, “for the Lord’s 
sake, whether to the king as.supreme,” &c. Again, as the wisdom to govern with absolute 
truth and justice, is not to be presumed to dwell in one man, however virtuous, so, in this state 
of things, the better to secure a salutary administration, there would he a right to make pro- 
vision for this also, by councils, senates, parliaments, cortes, or similar institutions, vested with 
suitable powers, to forward, but not to obstruct, the exercise of good government. And 
accordingly, we can trace the rudiments of these institutions in the earliest stages of most 


‘vegular governments. ‘These and similar arrrangements, are left to human care, prudence, 


and patriotism; and they are in perfect accordance with the principles of sovereign right as 
laid down in Scripture. / ; , j fs 

It.is not, however, in the forming of a new state, that any great difficulty in morals arises. 
it comes in when either old states, originally ill constituted, become inadapted to the purposes 
of good.government in a new and altered.condition of society, and the supreme power refuses 
to adapt itself to this new state of affairs; or when, in states originally well constituted, 
encroachments upon the public liberties take place, and great misrule or neglect is chargeable 
upon the executive. The question in such cases is, whether resistance to the will of the 
supreme power is consistent with the subjects’ duty ? ; 

‘To answer this, resistance must be divided into two kinds,—the resistance of opinion, and the 
resistance of force. : ay 

As to the first, the lawfulness, nay, even the duty of it must often be allowed; but ‘under 
certain qualifying circumstances. As, 1. That this resistance of opposing and inculpating. 
opinion 1s not directed against government, as such, however strict, provided it be just and 
impartial. 2. That it is not personal against the supreme magistrate himself, or his delegated. 
authorities, but relates to public acts only. 3. That it springs not from mere theoretical pre+ 
ference of some new form of government to that actually existing, so that it has in it nothing 
practical. 4. That it proceeds not from a hasty, prejudiced, or malignant interpretation of the 
character, designs, and acts of a government. 5. That it is not factious; that is, not the 
result of attachment to parties, and of zeal to effect mere party objects, instead of the general 
good, 6. 'That it does not respect the interests of a few only, or of a part of the community, 
or the mere local interests of some places in opposition to the just interests. of other places. 
Under such guards as these, the respectful, but firm expression of opinion, by speech, writing, 
petition, or remonstrance, is not only lawful, but is often an imperative duty, a duty for which 
hazards even must be run by those who endeavour to lead up public opinion to place itself 
against real encroachments upon the fundamental laws of a state, or any serious malead- 
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ministration of its affairs. ‘The same conclusion may be maintained. under similar reserves, 
when the object is to improve a deficient and inadequate state of the supreme government. It 
“ig indeed specially requisite here, that the case should be a clear one; that it should be felt to 
be so by the great mass of those who with any propriety can be called the public ; that it should 
not be urged beyond the necessity of the case; that the discussion of it should be temperate ; 
that the change shotild be directly-connected with an obvious public good, not otherwise to be 
accomplished. “When these circumstances meet, there is manifestly no nsec. to govern- 
ment as an ordinance of God; no blamable resistance “to the powers that be,” since it 1s only 

- proposed to place them in circumstances the more effectually to fulfil the duties of their office ; 
nothing contrary, in fact, to the original compact, the.object of which was the public benefit, 
by rendering its government as efficient to promote the good of the state as possible, and which 
therefore necessarily supposed a liability to future modifications, when the fairly collected public 
sentiment, through the organs by which it usually expresses itself as to the public weal, 
required it. ‘The least. equivocal time, however, for proposing any change in-what might be 
regarded as fundamental or constitutional in a form of government originally ill settled, would 
be on the demise of the sovereign, when the new:stipulations might be offered to his successor, 
and very lawfully be imposed upon him. he 

Resistance by force may be divided into two kinds. The first is that milder one which 
belongs to constitutional states, that is, to those in which the compact between the supreme 
power and the people has been drawn out into express:articles, or is found in well understood 
and received principles and ancient customs, imposing checks upon the sovereign will, and 
surrounding with guards the public liberty, ‘The application of this controlling power, which, 
in this country, is placed in a parliament, may have in it much of compulsion and force; as 
when parliament rejects measures proposed by the ministry, who are the organs of the will of 
the sovereign; or when it refuses the usual supplies for the army and navy, until grievances 
are redressed. ‘The proper or improper use of this power depends on the circumstances ; but 
when not employed factiously, nor under the influence of private feelings, nor in subservience 
to unjustifiable popular clamour, or to popular demagogues; but advisedly and patriotically, 
in order to maintain the laws and customs of the kingdom, there is in it no infringement of the 
laws of Scripture as to the subjects’ obedience. A compact exists; these are the established 
means of enforcing it; and to them the sovereign has consented in his coronation oath. 

The second kind is resistance by force of arms; and this:at least must be established before 
its lawfulness, in any case, however extreme, can be proved, that it is so necessary to remedy 
some great public evil that milder means are totally inadequate,—a point which can: very 
seldom be made out so clearly as to satisfy conscientious men. One of three cases must-be 
supposed :—either that the nation enjoys good institutions which it is enlightened enough to 
value :—or that public liberty and other civil blessings are in gradual progress; but that a 
part only of the people are interested in maintaining and advancing them, while a great body 
ef ignorant, prejudiced, and corrupt persons, ‘are on the side of the supreme power, and ready 
to lend themselves as instruments of its misrule and despotism :—or, thirdly, that although the 
majority of the public are opposed to infringements on the constitution, yet the sovereign, in 
attempting to change the fundamental principles of his compact, employs his mercenary troops 
against his subjects, or is aided and abetted by some foreign influence or power. 

In the first case we have supposed, it does not seem possible for unjust. aggressions to be 
successful. The people are enlightened, and attached to their institutions; and a prompt 
resistance of public opinion to the very first attempt of the supreme power must, in that case, 
be excited, and will be sufficient to arrest the evil. Accordingly, we find no instance. of such 
a people being bereft of their liberty by their rulers. The danger in that state of society often 
lies on the other side. For as there is a natural inclination in men.in power to extend their 
authority, so in subjects there is a strong disposition to resist or evade it; and when the strength 
of public opinion is known in any country, there are never wanting persons, who, from vanity, 
faction, or interest, are ready to excite the. passions, and to corrupt the feelings of the populace, 
atid to render them suspicious and unruly; so that the difficulty which a true patriotism will 
often have to contend with, is, not to repress but to support a just authority. Licentiousness 
in the people has often, by a reaction, destroyed liberty, overthrowing the powers by which . 
alone it is supported. Spe 

The second case supposes just opinions and feelings on the necessity of improving the Civil 
institutions of a country to be in some progress; that the evils of bad government are not only: 
beginning to be felt, but to be extensively reflected upon; and that the circumstances of a 
country are such that these considerations must force themselves upon the public mind, and 
advance the influence of pogo opinion in favour of beneficial changes.. When this is the case, 
the existing evils must be gradually counteracted, and ultimately ‘subdued by the natural 
operation of all these circumstances. But if little impression has been made upon the public 
mind, resistance would be hopeless, and, even if not condemned by a higher principle, impolitic. 
The elements of society are not capable of being formed into-a better system, or, if formed into 
it, cannot sustain it, since no form of government, however good in theory, is reducible to 
beneficial practice, without a considerable degree of public intelligence and-public virtue. Even 
where society is partially prepared for beneficial changes, they may be hurried on too rapidly 
that is, before sufficient previous impression has been made upon the public mind and character , 
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and then nothing but mischief could result from a contest of force with a bad government. The 


effect would be that the leaders of each party would appeal to an ignorant and bad populace, — 


and the issue on either side would prove injurious to the advancement of civil improvement. 
Ifthe despotic party should triumph, then, of course, all patriotism would be confounded with 
rebellion, and the efforts of moderate men to benefit their country be rendered for a long time 
hopeless. If the party seeking just reforms should triumph, they could only’do so by the aid 
of those whose bad passions they had inflamed, as was the case in the French revolution; 
and then the result would be a violence which, it is true, overthrows one form of tyranny, but 
sets up another under which the best men perish. It cannot be doubted but that the sound 
public opinion in France, independent of all the theories in favour of republicanism which had 
been circulated among a people previously unprepared for political discussions, was sufficient 
te have effected, gradually, the most beneficial changes in its government; and that the vio- 
lence which was excited tl blind passions threw back the real liberties of that country for 
many years. ‘The same effect followed the parliamentary war, excited in our. own countr 
in the reign of Charles the First. _ The resistance.of arms was in neither case to be justified, 
and it led to the worst crimes. The extreme case of necessity was not made out in either 
imstance; and the duty of subjects to their sovereigns was grossly violated. 

The third case supposed appears to be the only one in which the renunciation of allegiance 
is clearly justifiable ; because when the contract of a king with his people is not only violated 
obviously, repeatedly, and in opposition to petition.and remonstrance, but a mercenary soldiery 
is employed against those whom he is bound: to_protect, and the fear of foreign force and com- 


pulsion is also suspended over them to compel the surrender of those rights which-are accorded. 
to them both by the laws of God, and the fundamental laws of the kingdom, the resistance ot 


public feeling and sentiment, and that of the constitutional authorities, is no longer available ; 
and such a sovereign does, in fact, lose his rights by a hostile denial of his duties, in opposition 
to his contract with his people. Such a case arose in this country at the revolution of 1688 ; 
it was one so clear and indubitable, as to.carry with it the calm and deliberate sense of the vast 
majority of all ranks of society ; and the whole was stamped with the character of a deliberate 
mational act, not that of a faction, This resistance was doubtless justifiable. It involved no 
opposition to government as such, but was made for the purpose of serving the ends of good 
government, and the preservation of the very principles of the constitution. Nor did it imply 
any resistance to the existing power in any ‘respect in which it was invested with any right, 
either by the laws of God, or those of the realm. It will, however, appear that here was a 
concurrence of circumstances which rendered the case one which can very rarely oceur. It 
was not the act of a few individuals; nor of mére theorists in forms of government; nor was 
it the result of unfounded jealousy or alarm; nor was it the work of either the pepnless on 
the one hand, or of an aristocratic faction on the other; but of the people under their natural 
guides and leaders,—the nobility and gentry of the land: nor were any private interests 
involved, the sole object being the public raat and the maintenance of the laws. When such 
circumstances and principles meet, similar acts may be justified; but in no instance of an 
equivocal character. » 

The question of a subject’s duty in case of the existence of rival supreme powers, is gene- 
rally a very difficult one, at least for some time. When the question of right which lies between 
them divides a nation, he who follows his conscientious opinion as to this point.is doubtless 
morally safe, and he ought to follow it at the expense of any inconvenienee. But when a power 
is settled de facto-in the possession of the government, although the right of its claim should 
remain questionable in the minds of any, there appears a limit beyond which no man can be 
fairly required to withhold his full allegiance. Where that limit lies it is difficult to say, and 
individual conscience must have considerable latitude; but perhaps the general rule may be, 
that when continued resistance would be manifestly contrary to the general welfare of the 
whole, it is safe to conclude that He who changes the “powers that be” at his sovereign plea- 
sure, has in his providence permitted or established a new order of things to which men are 
bound to conform. ’ 

Whether men are at liberty to resist their lawful princes when persecuted by them for con- 
science’ sake, is a question which brings in additional considerations ; because of that patience 
and meekness which Christ has enjoined upon his followers when they suffer for his religion. 
‘When persecution falls upon a portion only of the subjects of a country, it appears their clear 
duty to submit, rather than to engage in plots and conspiracies against the persecuting power ; 
practices which never can consist with Christian moderation and truth. But when it should 
fall upon a people constituting a distinct state, though united politically with some other, as in 
the case of the Waldenses, then the persecution, if carried to the violation of liberty, life, and 

roperty, would involve the violation of political rights also, and so nullify the compact which 
has guaranteed protection to all innocent subjects. A national resistance on these grounds 
would, for the foregoing reasons, stand on a very different basis. i 0 f 

No questions of this kind can come before a Christian man, however, without placing him 
under the necessity of considering the obligation of many duties of a much clearer character 
than, in almost any case, the duty of resistance to the government under which he lives, can 
be. He is bound to avoid all intemperance and uncharitableness, and he is not, therefore, at 
liberty to beeome a factious man ; he is forbidden to indulge malignity, and is restrained there- 


by. 


_ of the wise arid good to be influential with him; he must therefore avoid al 
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fore from revenge ; he is taught to be distrustful of his own judgment, and satin L Only admit that 
arts to - 1 eon with 
Jow and violent men, the rabble of.a state, and their designing leaders; he is bound to sub- 
mission to rulers in all cases_where a superior duty cannot be fairly established; and he is 
warned of the danger of resistance “to the power,” as bringing after it Divine ‘‘ condemnation,” 
wherever the case is not clear, and not fully within the principles of the word of God. . So 
circumstanced, thé allegiance of a Christian people is secured to all governors, and to all govern- 
ments, except in very extreme cases which can very seldom arise in the judgment of any who 
respect the authority of the word of God; and thus this branch of Christian morality is esta- 
plished upon principles which at} once uphold the majesty of [government, ] and throw: their 
shield over the liberties of the people; principles which in the wisdom of God beautifully 
entwine [fidelity,] freedom, and peace. Vs 


re 
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|. THE INSTITUTIONS OF CHRISTIANITY. 


CHAPTER I. , aS 
“ Tue Curistian CHURCH. or 

‘Tue church of Christ, in its largest sense, consists of all who have been baptized in the name 
of Christ, and who thereby make'a visible profession of faith in his Divine mission, and in all 
the doctrines taught by him and his inspired Apostles.- In a stricter sense, it consists of those 
who are vitally united to Christ, as the members of the body to the head, and who, being thus 
imbued with spiritual life, walk no longer “after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Taken in 
either view, it is a visible society, bound to observe the laws of Christ, its sole Head and Lord. 
Visible fellowship with this:church is the duty ofall who profess faith in Christ; for in this, 
in part, consists that ‘ confession-of Christ before men,” on which so much stress is laid in the 
discourses of our Lord. It is obligatory on all who are convinced of the truth of Christianity 
to be baptized; and upon all thus baptized frequently to partake of the Lord’s Supper, in 
order to testify their continued faith in that great and distinguishing doctrine of the religion of 
Christ, the redemption of the world by the sacrificial effusion of his blood, both of which suppose 
union with his church. The ends of this fellowship or association are, to proclaim our faith 
in the doctrine of Christ as divine in its origin, and rab t to salvation; to offer public 
prayers and thanksgivings to God through Christ, as the sole Mediator; to hear God’s word 
explained and enforced; and to place ourselves under that. discipline which consists in the 
enforcement of the laws of Christ, (which are the rules of the society called the church,) upon 
the members, not merely by general exhortation, but by kind oversight,-and personal injunction 
and admonition of its ministers, All these flow from the original obligation to avow our faith 
in Christ, and our love to him. Cie. mee claaplere 

The church of Christ being then a visible and permanent society, bound to observe certain 
rites, and to obey certain rules, the existence of government in it is necessarily supposed. | All 
religious rites suppose ORDER, all order DIRECTION AND CONTROL, and these a DIRECTIVE AND 
CONTROLLING PowER. Again, all laws are nugatory without enforcement, in the present 
mixed and imperfect state of society ; and all enforcement supposes an ExEcuTivE. If baptism 
be the door of admission into the church, some must judge of the fitness of candidates, and 
administrators of the rite must be appointed; if the Lord’s Supper must be partaken of, the 
times and the mode are to be determined, the qualifications of communicants judged of, and the 
administration placed in suitable hands; if worship must be social and public, here again there 
must be an appointment of times, an order, and an administration; if the word-of God is to 
be read and preached, then readers and preachers are necessary ; if the continuance of any one 
in the fellowship of Christians be conditional upon good conduct, so that the purity and credit 
of the church may be guarded, then the power of enforcing discipline must. be lodged somewhere. 
Thus government flows necessarily: from the very nature of the institution of the Christian 
church} and since this institution has the authority of Christ and his Apostles, it is not to-be 
supposed that its government was-left unprovided for; and if they have in fact made such a 
provision, it is no more a matter of mere option with Christian’. whether they will be subject 
to government in the church, than it is optional with them to confess Christ by becoming 
its members. 

The nature of this government, and the persons to whom it is committed, are both points 
which we must briefly examine by the light of the Holy Scriptures. é 

_ As to the first, it is wholly spiritual :-—“ My kingdom,” says our Lord, “is not of this world.” 


i 
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still, like “Heathen men and publicans,” they are to be the objects of pity, and general bene- 
volence. Nor is this extreme discipline to be hastily inflicted before “a first and second 


overtaken by a fault;” and when the “ wicked person” is “ put away,” still the door is to be 
kept open for his reception again upon repentance, The true excommunication of the Chris- 
tian church is therefore.a merciful and considerate separation of an incorrigible offender from 
the body of Christians; without any infliction of civil pains or penalties. “Now we command 

ou, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from every 

rother that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which ye have received from us,” 
2 Thess. iii, 6. “Purge out therefore the old leaven, that ye may be a new lump,” I Cor. v, 5. 
“But now I have written to you not to keep company, if any man that is called a brother be 
a fornicator, or covetous, or an idolater, or a railer, or a drunkard, or an extortioner, with such 
a one, nonot to eat,” 1Cor. vy, 11. This then is the moral discipline which is imperative upon 
the church of Christ, and its government is criminally defective whenever it is not enforced. 
On the other hand, the disabilities and penalties which established churches in different places 
have connected with these sentences of excommunication, have no countenance at all in 


of doctrine, a catechist, or even a more private instructer of those who as yet were unac- 
quainted with the first principles of the Gospel of Christ.- The term pastor implies the duties 
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both of instruction and of government, of feeding and of ruling the flock of Christ; and, as 

the presbyters or bishops were ordained in the several churches, both by the Apostles and 
Evangelists, and rulessare left by St. Paul as to their appointment, there can be no doubt but. 
that these are the “pastors” spoken of in the Epistle to the Ephesians, and that y were 
designed to be the permanent ministers of the church ; and hat with them both the govern- 
ment of the church and the performance of its leading religious services were deposited. 
Deacons had the charge of the gifts and offerings for charitable purposes, although, as appears 
from Justin Martyr, not in every instance; for he speaks of the weekly oblations as being 
deposited with the chief minister, and distributed by him. : , 

‘Whether bishops and presbyters be designations of the same office, or these appellatives 
express two distinct sacred orders, is_a subject which has been controverted by Episcopalians 
and Presbyterians with much warmth; and whoever would fully enter into” their arguments 
from Scripture and antiquity, must be referred to this controversy, which is too large to be 
here more than glanced at. The argument drawn by the Presbyterians from the promiscu- 
ous use of these térms in the New Testament, to prove that the same-order of ministers is 
expressed by them, appears incontrovertible. When St. Paul, for instance, sends for the 
“elders,” or presbyters, of the church of Ephesus to meet him at Miletus, he thus charges 
them, “Take heed to yourselves, and to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost’ hath 
made you overseers,” or bishops. That here the elders or presbyters are called “bishops,” 
cannot be denied, and the very office assigned to them, to “feed the church of God,” and the 
injunction, to “take heed to the flock,” show that the office of elder or presbyter is the same 
as that of “pastor” in the passage just quoted from the Epistle to the Ephesians. St. Paul 
directs Titus to “ordain elders (presbyters) in every city,” and then adds, as a directory of 
‘ordination, “a bishop must be blameless, &c,” plainly marking the same office by these two 

" convertible appellations. .. Bishops and deacons” are the only classes of ministers addressed 
in the Epistle to the Philippians; and if the presbyters were not understood to be included 
under the term “bishops,” the omission of any notice of this order of ministers is not to be 
accounted for. As the Apostles, when not engaged in their own extraordinary vocation, 
appear to have filled the office of stated ministers in those churches in which they occasionally 
resided for considerable: periods of time, they sometimes called themselves. resbyters. “The 
elder,” presbyter, “unto the elect lady,” 2 Johni, 1. “The elders (pres yters) which are 
among you, I exhort, who am also an elder,” (presbyter,) and from what follows, the highest 
offices of teaching and government in the church are represented as vested in the presbyters.: 
“Feed the flock of God, which is among you, taking the oversight.thereof.? There seems, 
therefore, to be the most conclusive evidence, from the New Testament, that, after the extra- 
ordinary ministry vested in Apostles, Prophets, and Evangelists, as mentioned by-St. Paul, 
had ceased, the feeding and oversight, that is, the teaching and government of the churches, 
devolved upon an order of men indiscriminately called “ pastors,” “presbyters,” and “bishops,” 
the two latter names growing into most frequent use; and with this the testimony of the 
Apostolical Fathers, so far as their writings are acknowledged to be free from later anter pte 
tions, agrees. bie ai a ee eae 

It is not indeed to be doubted, that, at a very early period, in some instances probably frora 
the time of the Apostles themselves, a distinction arose between bishops and presbyters ; 
and the whole.strength of the cause of the Episcopalians lies in this fact. Still this gives not 
the least sanction to the notion of bishops being a superior order of ministers to presbyters, 
invested, in virtue of that order, and by divine right, with powers of government both over 
presbyters and people, and possessing exclusively he authority of ordaining to the sacred 
offices of the church. As little too will that ancient distinction be found to prove any thing 
in favour of diocesan Episcopacy, which is of still later introduction. 

-_ Could it be made clear that the power of ordaining to the ministry was given to bishops to 

the exclusion of presbyters, that would indeed go far to prove the former a distinct and supe- 

rior order of ministers in their original appointment. But there is no passage in the New 

Testament which gives this power at all to bishops, as thus distinguished from presbyters ; 

while all the examples of ordination which it exhibits are confined to Apostles, to Evange- 

lists, or to presbyters, in conjunction with them. St. Paul, in 2 Timothy i, 6, says, “ Where--: 
fore I put thee in remembrance, that thou stir up the gift. of God which is in thee, by the 

putting on of my hands ;” but in 1 Timothy iv, 14, he says, “ Neglect not the gift that is in’ 
thee, which was given thee by prophecy, with the laying on of the-hands of the presbytery ;” 
which two passages, referring, as. they plainly: do, to the same event, the’ setting apart of 
Timothy for the ministry, show that the presbytery were associated with St. Paul in the office: 
of ordination, and farther prove that the exclusive assumption: of: this power, as by divine 

right, by bishops, is an aggression upon the rights of presbyters, for which not only can no 

Scriptural authority be pleaded, but which is in direct opposition to it. 

The early distinction made between. bishops and presbyters may be easily accounted for, 
without, allowing this assumed distinction of onper. In some of the churehes mentioned in 
the Acts of the Apostles, the Apostles ordained several elders or presbyters, partly to supply 
the present need; and to provide for the future increase of believers, as it is observed by 
Clemens in his Epistle. Another reason would also urge this:—Before the building of spa- 
cious edifices for the assemblies of the Christians living in one city, and in its neighbourhood, 
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in common, their meetings for public worship must necessarily have. been held in different 
houses or rooms obtained for the purpose; and to each assembly an elder would be requisite 
for the performance of worship: That these elders or presbyters had the power of govern- 
ment in the churches cannot | nied use it is expressly assigned to them in Scripture. 
It was inherent in their pastoral office; and “the elders that rule well,” were to be “ counted 
worthy of double-honour.” A number of elders, therefore, being ordained by the Apostles to 
one church, gave rise to the cetis presbyterorum, in which assembly the affairs of the church 
were attended to, and measures taken for the spread of the Gospel, by the aid of the common 
counsel and efforts of the whole. This meeting of presbyters: would naturally lead to the 
appointment, whether by seniority or by election, of one to preside over the proceedings of 
this assembly for the sake of order; and to him was given the title of Angel of the church, 
and bishop by way of eminence. The latter title came in time to be exclusively used of the” 
presiding elder, use of that special oversight imposed upon him by his office, and-which, 
as churches aised up in the neighbourhood of the larger cities, would also naturally be 
: d over them. Independently of his fellow presbyters, however, he did nothing. 
he whole of this arrangement shows, that in those particulars in which they were lefs 
free by the Scriptures, the primitive Christians adopted that arrangement for the government 
of the church which promised to render it most efficient for the maintenance of truth and 
piety 5 but they did not at this early period set up that unscriptural distinction of order 
tween bishops and presbyters, which obtained afterward. Hence Jerome, even in the 
fourth century, contends against this doctrine, and says, that before there were parties in 
religion, churches were governed communi consilio presbyterorwum; but that afterward, it 
became a universal practice; founded upon experience of its expediency, that one of the presby- 


ters should be chosen by the rest to be the head, and that the care of the chureh should be com~ : 


mitted-to him. He therefore exhorts presbyters to remember that they are subject by the 
custom of the church to him that presides over them; and reminds bishops that they are 
srenigeetion presbyters, rather by custom than by the appointment of the Eord; and that the 
church ought still to be governed in common. The testimony of antiquity also shows, that, 
after car aes & had very-greatly advanced its claims, the presbyters continued to be asso- 
ciated with the bishop in the management of the affairs of the church. ; 

Much light is thrown upon the constitution of the primitive churches, by recollecting that 
they were formed very much upon the model of the Jewish synagogues.. We have already 
seen that the mode of public worship in the primitive church was taken from the synagogue 
service, and so also was its arrangement of offices. Each synagogue had its rulers, elders, or 
presbyters, of whom one was the angel of the church, or minister of the synagogue, who 
superintended the public service; directed-those that read the Scriptures, and offered up the 
prayers, and blessed the people. The president of the council of-elders or rulers was called, 
by way of eminence, the “Ruler of the Synagogue ;” and in some places, as Acts xiii, 15, 
we read of these “rulers” in the plural number; a sufficient proof that one was not elevated 
i er above the rest. The ange! of the church, and the minister of the synagogue, might 
be the same as he who was invested with the office of president; or these offices might 
be held by others of the elders. Lightfoot, indeed, states that the rulers in each synagogue 
were three, while the presbyters or elders were ten. To this council of grave and wise men, 
the affairs of the synagogue, both as to worship and discipline, were committed. In the 
synagogue they sat by themselves in a semicircle, and the people before them, face to face. 
This was the precise form in which the bishop and presbyters used to sit in the primitive 
churches. The description of the worship of the synagogue by a Jewish rabbi, and that of 
the primitive church by early Christian writers, presents an obvious correspondence. “The 
elders,” says Maimonides, “sit with their faces toward the people, and their backs to the 
place where the law is deposited ; and all the people sit rank before rank; so the faces of all 
the people are toward the sanctuary, and toward the elders; and when the minister of the 
sanctuary standeth up to prayer, he standeth with his face toward the sanctuary, as do the 
rest of the people.” In the same order the first Christians sat with their faces toward the 
bishops and presbyters, first to hear the-Scriptures read by the proper reader ; “then,” says 
Justin Matyr, “the reader sitting down, the president of the assembly stands.up and makes 
a sermon of instruction and exhortation; after this is ended, we all stand up to prayers; 
prayers being ended, the bread, wine, and water are all brought forth; then the president 
again praying and praising to his utmost ability, the people testify their consent by saying, 
Amen.” (8) “Here we have the Scriptures read by one appointed for that purpose, as in the 
synagogue ; after which follows’ the word of exhortation by the president of the assembly, 
who answers to the minister of the synagogue; after this, public prayers are performed by 
the same person; then the solemn acclamation of Amen by the people, which was the un- 
doubted practice of the synagogue.” (9) Ordination of presbyters or elders is also from the 
Jews. Their priests were not ordained, but succeeded to their office by birth; but the rulers 
and elders of the synagogue received ordination by imposition of hands and prayer. 

Such was the model which the Apostles followed in providing for the future regulation of 
the churches they had raised up. They took it, not from the temple and its priesthood; for 


¢ ; (8) Apol. 2. (9) Stillingflect’s Irenicum, 
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- were decided.. And, to answer this, 
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it they found in the institution of syna- 


* ite q a a. ~ } 
that was typical, and was then ut they’ he 
gogues a plan ey Ae e simplicity and»purity of Christianity, one to which 
some of the first ape most places we ceustomed,. and which was capable of being ~ 


applied to the new dispensation se ate of J secured the assembling of 


I udaizing. he 

the people onthe Sabbath, the reading of the, Scriptures, the preaching of sermons, and the 
offering of public prayer-and thanksgiving. It ‘provided too for pe ment of the church 
by a council of presbyters, ordained solemnly to their office by imposition of hands and 
prayer; and it allowed of that presidency of one presbyter chosen by the others, which was 
useful for order and for unity, and by which. age, piety, and gifts, might preserve their proper 
influence in the church: The advance from this state of Scriptural Episcopacy to Episcopacy 
under another form was the work of a later age. Yes pasar 9 

a hen the Gospel made its way into towns and villages, the concerns of the Christians in 


_ these places naturally fell under the yeasts ae direction. of the bishops of the neighbour- 


ing cities. Thus diocesses were grac 


lly formed, comprehending-districts of country, of dif- 
ferent extent. These diocesses were originally called rapouxtas, par ishes, and the word étorcnats, 
diocess, was not used in its modern sense till at least the fourth century; and when we find 


- Ignatius describing it as the duty of a bishop, “to speak to each member of the church sepa- 


rately, to seek out all by name, even the slaves of both sexes, and to advise every one of the 
flock in the affair of marriage,” diocesses, as one observes, must have been Very limited, or the 
labour inconceivably great. : é So a 

“ As Christianity increased and overspread all parts, and-especially the cities of the empire, 
it was found necessary yet farther to enlarge the Episcopal office; and as there was com- 


- monly a bishop in every great city, so in the metropolis, (as the Romans called it,) the mother 


city of every province, (wherein they had courts of civil judicature,) there was an ARCHBISHOP 
or a METROPOLITAN, who had ecclesiastical jurisdiction over all the churches within that pro- 
vince. He was superior to all the bishops within those limits; to him it belonged to ordain 
or to ratify the elections and ordinations of all the bishops within-his province, insomuch that 
without his confirmation they -were looked upon as null and void. Once at least every year 
he was to summon the bishops under him to a synod, to inquire into and direct the ecclesias- 
tical affairs within that province; to inspect the lives and manners, the opinions and principles 
of his bishops ; to admonish, reprove, and suspend them that were disorderly and irregular ; 
if any controversies or contentions happened between ay of them, hé was to have the hear- 
ing and determination. of thent; and indeed no matter of moment was done within the whole 
pearing without first consulting him in the case. When this office of metropolitan first 
began, I find not ; only this we are sure of, that.the Council of Nice, settling the just rights 
and privileges of metropolitan bishops, speaks of them as a thing of ancient date, ushering in the 
canon with an apyaca 6y Kparetrw, Let ancient customs still take place. The original of the 
institution seems.to have been partly to comply with the people’s occasions, who oft resorted 
to the metropolis for despatch of their affairs, and so might fitly discharge their civil and eccle- 
siastical both at once ; and partly because of the great confluence,of people to that city: that 
the bishop of it might have preéminence above the rest, and the honour of the church bear 
some proportion to that of the state. : 

“After this. sprung up another branch of the Episcopal office, as much superior to that of 
metropolitans, as theirs was to ordinary bishops; these were-called primates and PATRIARCHS, 
and had jurisdiction over many provinces. For the understanding of this, it is necessary to 
know, that, when Christianity came. to be fully settled in the world, they contrived to model 
the external. government. of the church, as near asanight be, to the civil government of the 
Roman empire ; the parallel is most exactly drawn by an ingenious person of our own nation; 
the sum of it is this: The whole empire of Rome was divided into thirteen diocesses, (so they 
called those divisions,) these contained about one hundred-and twenty provinces, and eve! 
province several cities. Now, as in every city there was. a temporal magistrate for the exe- 
cuting of justice, and keeping the peace, both for that city, and the towns round about it; so 
was there: also a bishop for spiritual order and government, whose jurisdiction was of like 
extent and latitude. In every province there was a proconsul or president, whose seat was 
usually at the metropolis, or chief city of the province; and hither all inferior cities came for 
judgment in matters of importance. “And in proportion to this there was in the same city an 
archbishop or metropolitan, for matters of ecclesiastical. concernment. Lastly, in every diocess 
the emperors had their vicarit or liewtenants, who dwelt in the principal city of the diocess, 
where all imperial edicts were published, and from whence they were sent abroad into the 
several provinces, and where was the chief tribunal where all causes not determinable elsewhere, 

there was in the same city a primate, to whom the last 
determination of all appeals from all the provinces in differences of the clergy, and the sove- 
reign care of all the diocess for sundry points of Spiritual government, did belong: This, in 
short, is the sum of the account which that learned man gives of this matter. So that the 
patriarch, as superior to the metropolitons, was, to have under his jurisdiction not any one 
single province, but a whole diocess, (in the old Roman notion of that word,) consisting of 
many provinces. ‘To him belonged the ordination of all the metropolitans that were under him, 
as also the summoning them to councils, the correctine an 


, m | .g and reforming the misdemeanors they 
Were guilty of; and from his judgment and sentence, in things properly within his cognizance, 
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s noted, that as the diocess 
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retended catalogues of bishops of the different churches from the days.of the Apostles, exhi- 
Fiecd by some ecclesiastical writers, they are filled up by forgeries and inventions of later 


Whether Episcopacy may not be a matter of prudential regulation, is another question. 
We think it often may; and that churches are quite at liberty to adopt this mode, provided 


in ordinations. ' ‘ 

As to that kind of Episcopacy which trenches upon no Scriptural principle, much depends 
upon circumstances, and the forms in which Christian churches exist. When a church com- 
poses but one congregation, the minister is unquestionably a Scriptural bishop; but he is, and 
can be, only ae of the flock, episcopus gregis. Of this kind, it appears from the extract 
given above from Epiphanius, were some of the primitive churches, existing, probably, in the 
smaller and more remote places. Where a number of presbyters were ordained to.one church, 
these would, in their common assembly, have the oversight and government of each other as 
well as of the people; and, in this their collective capacity, they would be episcopi gregis et 
pastorum, In this manner, Episcopacy, as implying the oversight and government both of 
ministers and their flocks, exists in Presbyterian churches, and in all others, by whatever name 
they are called, where ministers are subject to the discipline of assemblies of ministers who 
admit to the ministry by joint consent, and censure or remove those who are so appointed, 
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When the ancient presbyteries elected a bishop, he might remain, as he appears te have done 
for some time, the mere president of the assembly of presbyters, and their organ of adminis- 
tration; or be constituted, as afterward, a. distinet governing: power, although assisted by the 
advice of his presbyters. He was then in person an episcopus gregis et pastorum, and his official 
powers gave rise at length to the unfounded distinction of superior order. But abating this 
false principle, even diocesan Episcopacy may be considered as in many possible associations 
of churches throughout a provinee, or a whole country, as an arrangement in some -circum- 
stances of '@ wise and salutary nature. Nor do the evils whieh arose in the church of Christ 
appear so attributable to this form of government as to that too intimate connection of the 
church with the state, which gave to the former a political character, and took it. from under 
the salutary control of public opinion,—an evil greatly increased by the subsequent destruction 
of religious liberty, and the coercive mterferences of the civil magistrate. Bato. 
~ At the same time, it may be very well questioned, whether any presbyters could lawfully 
surrender into the hands of a bishop their own rights of government and:ordination without 
that security for their due administration which arises from the accountability of the adminis- 
trator. That these are rights which it is not imperative upon the individual possessing them 
to exercise individually, appears to have the judgment of the earliest antiquity, beeause-the 
assembly of presbyters, which was probably coéxistent with the ordination of several-presby- 
ters to one church by the Apostles, necessarily placed the exercise of the office of each under 
the direction and control of all. When therefore a bishop was chosen by the presbyters, and 
invested with the govérnment, and the power of granting orders, so long as the presbyters 
remained his counsel, and nothing was done but by their concurrence, they were still parties 
to the mode in which their own powers were exercised, and were justifiable in placing the 
administration in the hands of one, who was still dependent upon themselves. In this way 
they probably thought that their own powers might be most efficiently and usefully exercised. 
Provincial and national synods or councils, exercising @ proper superintendence over bishops 
when made even more independent of their presbyters than was the case in’ the best periods 
of the primitive church, might also, if meeting frequently and regularly, and as ‘a part of an 
ecclesiastical system, afford the same security for good administration, and might justify the 

“surrender of the exercise of their powers by the presbyters. But when that surrender was 
formerly made, or is at any time made now in the constitution of churches, to: bishops, or to 
those bearing a similar office however designated, without security and control, either by making 
that office temporary and elective, or by the constitution of synods or assemblies of the ministers 
of a large and united body of Christians for the purpose of supreme government, am: office is 
created which has not only no countenance in Scripture, that of a bishop independent of 
aol eet but one which implies an unlawful surrender of those powers, on the part of the 
atter, with which they were invested, not for their own sakes, but for the benefit of the 

church; and which they could have no authority to divest themselves: of and to: transfer, 

without retaining the power of counselling and controlling the party charged with the adminis- 
tration of them. In other words, presbyters have'a right, under proper regulations, to appoint 
another to administer for them, or to consent to such an arrangement when they find it already 
existing; but they have no power to divest themselves of these ‘rights and duties absolutely. 

If these principles be sound, modern Episcopacy, in many churches, is objectionable in other 

respects than as it assumes an unscriptural distinction of order. » 

The following is a liberal concession on the subject of Episcopacy, from a strenuous defender 
of that form of government as it exists in the Chureh of England :— 

“It is not contended that the bishops, priests, and deacons, of England, are at present pre- 
cisely the same that bishops, presbyters, and deacons, were in Asia Minor seventeen hundred 
years ago. We only maintain that there have always been bishops, priests, and deacons, ia 
the Christian church, since the days of the Apostles, with different powers and functions, it is 
allowed, in different countries and at different periods ; but the general principles and duties 
which have respectively characterized these clerical orders, have been essentially the same at 
all times, and in all places; and the variations which they have undergone, have only been 
such as have ever belonged to all persons in public situations, whether civil or ecclesiastical, 
and which are indeed inseparable from every thing in which mankind are concerned in this 
transitory and fluctuating world. ° : e itil 

“Thave thought it right to take this general view of the ministerial office, and to make these 
observations upon the clerical orders subsisting, in this kingdom, for the purpose of pointing 
out the foundation and principles of ehurch authority, and of showing that our ecclesiastical 
establishment is as nearly conformable, as change of circumstances will permit, te the practice 
of the primitive church. But, though I flatter myself that I have proved Episcopacy to be an 
Apostolical institution, yet I readily acknowledge that there is no precept in the New Testa- 
ment which commands that every church should be governed by bishops. No church can 
exist without some government; but though there must be rules and orders for the proper 
discharge of the offices of public worship, though there must be fixed regulations concerning 
the appointment of ministers, and though a subordination among them is expedient’ in the 
highest degree, yet it does not follow that all these things must be precisely the same in every 
Christian country; they may vary with the other varying circumstances of human society, 
with the extent of a country, the manners of its inhabitants, the nature of its civil government, 
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and many other peculiarities which might be specified. As it has not pleased our Abhnighty 
Father to prescribe any particular form of civil government for the security of temporal com- 
forts to his rational creatures, so neither has he prescribed any particular form of ecclesiastical 
polity as absolut necessary to the attainment of eternal happiness. But he has, in the 
most explicit terms, enjoined obedience to all governors, whether civil or ecclesiastical, and 
whatever may be their denomination, as essential to the character of a true Christian. Thus 
the Gospel only lays down general Principles, and leaves the application of them to men as 
free agents.” (2) iy Bide ae 5 astsarh or 

__ Bishup Tomline, however, and the high Episcopalians of the Church of England; contend 
for an original distinction in the office and order of bishops and presbyters, in which notion they 
are contradicted by one who may be truly called the Founder of the Church of England, Arch- 
bishop Cranmer, who says, “The bishops and priests,were at. one time, and were not two 
things; but both one office in the beginning of Christ’s religion,” (3)¢ Sand ‘ 

On the subject of THE cHuRcH itself, Opinions as opposite or varying as possible have been 
held, down from that of the Papists, who contend for its visible unity throughout the world 
under a visible head, to that of the Independents, who consider the universal ehurch as 
composed of congregational churches, each perfect in itself, and entirely independent of 
every other. 

The first opinion is manifestly contradicted by the language of the Apostles, who, while 
they teach that there is but one chureh, composed of believers throughout the world, think it 
not at all inconsistent with this to speak of “the churches of Judea,” “of Achaia,” “the seven 
churches at Asia,” “the church at Ephesus,” &e. Among themselves. the Apostles had no 
common head; but planted churches and gave directions for their_government, in most cases 
without any apparent correspondence with each other. The Popish doctrine is certainly not 
found in their writings, and so far were they from making provision for the government of this 
one supposed church, by the appointment of one visible and exelusive head, that they provide 
for the future government of the respective churches raised up by them, in a totally different 
manner, that is, by the ordination of ministers for each church, who. are indifferently ‘called 
bishops, and presbyters, and pastors. The only unity of:which they speak is the unity of the 
whole church in Christ, the invisible Head, by: faith ; and the unity produced by “fervent love 
toward each other.” Nor has the Popish doctrine of the visible unity of the church any counte- 
nance from early antiquity. The best ecclesiastical historians have showed, that, through the 
greater pat of the second century, “ the Christian churches were independent of each other. 
Each Christian assembly was_a little state governed by its oww laws, which were either 
enacted, or at least approved by the society. But in process of time, all:the churches of a 

rovince were formed into. one large ecclesiastical body, which, like confederate States, assem- 
bled at certain times in order to deliberate about the common interests of the whole.” (4) So 
far indeed this union of churches appears to have been a wise and useful arrangement, although 
afterward it was carried to an injurious extreme, until finally it gave birth to the assumptions 
of the bishop of Rome, as universal bishop; a claim, however, which when most suceessful, 
was but partially submitted to, the Eastern churches having always maintained their inde- 
pendence. No very large association of ehurches of any kind existed till toward the elose of 
the second century, which sufficiently refutes the papal argument from antiquity. 

The independence of the early Christian churches does not, however, appear to have 
resembled that of the churches which in modern times are called Independent. During the 


lives of the Apostles and Evangelists, they were certainly subject to their counsel and contre}, 


which proves that the independency of separate societies was not the first form of the church. 
It may, indeed, be allowed, that some of the smaller and more insulated churches might, after 
the death of the Apostles and Evangelists, retain this form for some considerable‘time ; but 
the larger churches, in the chief cities, and those planted in populous neighbourhoods, had 
many presbyters, and as the members multiplied, they had several separate assemblies or 
congregations, yet all under the same common government. And when churches were raised 
up in the neighbourhood of cities, the appointment of chorepiscopi, or country bishops, and 
of visiting presbyters, both acting under the presbytery of the city, with its bishop at its head, 
is sufficiently in proof, that the ancient ehurc es, especially the larger and more prosperous of 
them, existed in that form which, in modern times, we shold call a religious connection, sub- 
ject to a common government. This appears to have arisen out of the very circumstance of 
the increase of the church, through the zeal of the first Christians; and in the absence of all 
direction by the Apostles, that every new society of believers raised should be-formed into 
an independent church, it was doubtless much more in the spirit of the very first discipline 


exercised by. the Apostles and Evangelists, (when none of the churches were independent, . 


but remained under the government of those who had been chiefly instrumental in raising 
them up,) to place themselves under a common inspection, and.to unite the weak with the 
strong, and the newly converted with those who were in Christ before them.” There was 
also in this, greater security afforded both for the continuance of wholesome doctrine, and of 
godly discipline. : : 


(2) Bishop ’Tomline’s Elements, (3) Stilling@leet’s Frenicum, p. 392. (4) Mosheim’s Ecclesiastical 
Mistory, Cent. 2. chap. ii, : 
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"The persons appointed to feed and govern the church of Christ being, then, as we have 
seen, those who are called “pastors,” a word which imports both care and government, two 
other subjects claim our attention,—the share which the body of the people have in their own 
government by their pastors, and the objects toward which the power of government, thus 
established in the church, is legitimately directed. © oe 
~ As to the first, some preliminary observations may be necessary. ok ray 
1, When churches are professedly connected with, and exclusively patronized and upheld 
py, the state, questions of ecclesiastical government arise, which are of greater perplexity and 
difficulty than when they are left, upon their original ground, as voluntary and spiritual asso- 
ciations.- The state will not exclusively recognise ministers without mamtaining some con- 
trol over their functions; and will not lend its aid to enforce the canons of an established 
ehurch, without reserving to itself some right of appeal, or of interposition. Hence a contest 
between the civil and ecclesiastical powers often springs up, and one at least generally feels 
itself to be fettered by the other. When an established church is portly tolerant, and the 
state allows freedom of dissent and separation from it without penalties, these evils are-much 
mitigated. But it is not my design to consider a. chureh as at all allied with the state; but as 
deriving nothing from it éxcept protection, and that general countenance which the influence 
of a government, professing Christianity and recognising its laws, must afford. ah RAZ 
2. The only view in which the sacred writers of the New Testament appear to have. con- 
templated the churches, was that of associations founded upon conviction of the truth of 
Christianity, and the obligatory nature of the commands of Christ. They considered the 
pastors as dependent for their support upon. the free contributions of the people ; and the 
people as bound-to sustain, love, and obey them in all things lawful, that is, in all thmgs 


-agreeable to the doctrine they had received in the Seriptures, and, in things indifferent, to pay 


‘respectful deference to them. They enjoined it upon the pastors to “rule well,” “diligently,” 
and, with fidelity, in executing the directions they had given them ;—to silence all teachers of 
false doctrines, and their adherents ;—to reprove unruly and immoral members of the church, 
and, if incorrigible, to put them away. On the other hand, should any of their pastors or 
teachers err in doctrine, the people are enjoinied not “to receive them,” to “turn away” from 
them, and not even to bid them “God speed.” The rule which forbids Christians “to eat,” 
that is, to communicate at the Lord’s table with an immoral “brother,” held, of course, good, 
when that brother was a pastor. 'Thus pastors were put by them under the influence of the 
public opinion of the churches; and the remedy of separating from them, in manifest defec- 


‘tions of doctrine and morals, was afforded to the sound members of a church; should no power 


exist, able or inclined to silence the offending pastor and his party.: In all this, prineiples. 

were recognised, which, had they not been in future times lost. sight of or violated, would 

have done much, perhaps every thing, to. preserve some parts of the'church, at least, in sound- 

ness of faith, and purity of manners. A perfect religious liberty is always supposed by the 

Apostles to exist among Christians; no.compulsion of the civil power is any where assunied: 

by them as the basis of their advices or-directions; no binding of the members. to one church, 

-without liberty to join another, by any ties but those involved in moral considerations, of 
sufficient weight, however, to prevent the evils of faction and schism. It was this which 

created a natural and competent check upon the ministers of the church; for being only sus- 

tained by the opinion of the churches, they could not but have respect to it; and it was this” 
which gave to the-sound part of a fallen church the advantage of renouncing, upon sufficient 

‘and well weighed grounds, their communion with it, and of kindling up the light of a pure 

ministry and a holy discipline, by forming a separate association, bearing its testimony 

against errors in doctrine, and failures in practice. “Nor is it to be conceived, that, had this 

simple principle of perfect religious liberty been left unviolated through subsequent ages, the 
church could ever have become so corrupt, or with such difficulty and slowness have been 

recovered from its fall. This ancient Christian liberty has happily been restored in a few 

parts of Christendom, 

3. In places where now the communion with particular churches, as.to human authority, is 
perfectly voluntary, and liberty of conscience is unfettered, it often happens that questions of 
church government are argued on the assumption that the governing power in such churches 
is of the same character, and teids to the same results, as where it. is connected with civil. 
influence, and is upheld by the power of the state. ; 

Nothing can be more fallacious, and no mastrument has been so powerful as this in the hands 
of the restless and factious, to delude the unwary. Those who possess the governing power 
in such churches are always-under the influerice of public opinion to an extent unfelt in esta- 
blishments. ‘They can enforce nothing felt to be oppressive tothe members in general, with- 
out dissolving the society itself; and their utmost power extends to excision from the body, 
which, unlike the senterices of excommunication in state churches, is wholly unconnected with 
civil penalties. If, then, a resistance is created to any regulations among the major part of 
any such religious community, founded on a sense of their injurious operation, or to. the man- 
ver of their enforcement; and if that feeling be the result of a settled conviction, and not the 
effervescence of temporary mistake and excitement, a change must necessarily ensue, or the 
body at large be disturbed or dissolved: if, on the other hand, this feeling be the work of a 
mere faction, partial tumults or separation may take place, and great moral evil may result 
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to ihe factious parties, but the body will retain its communion, which will be a sufficient proof 
that the governing. power has been the subject of ungrounded and uncharitable attack, since 
otherwise the people at large must have felt the evils of the general regulations or administra 
fon complained of. ‘The very terms often used in the grand controversy arising out of the 
struggle for the establishment of religious liberty with national and intolerant churches, 
are not generally appropriate to such discussions as may arise in voluntary religious societies, 
ae they are often employed, either carelessly or ad captandum, to serve the purposes of 
Betion, eroleider ari ste ; f 

4. It is also an important general observation, that, in settling the government of a church, 
there are preéxistent laws of Christ, which it is not in the option of any to receive or to reject. 
‘Under whatever form the governing power is arranged, it is so bound to execute all the rules 
left by Christ and his Apostles, as to doctrine, wership, the sacraments, and discipline, honestly 
interpreted, that it is not at liberty to take that office, or to continue to exercise it, if by an’ 
restrictions imposed upon it it is prevented from carrying these laws into effect. As in the 
‘State, so in the church, government is an ordinance of God; and as it is imperative upon rulers 
in the state to be “a terror to evil doers, anda praise to them that do well,” so also is it 
imperative upon the rulers of the church to banish strange doctrines, to uphold God’s ordi- 
ances, to reprove and rebuke, and, finally, to put away evil doers. The spirit in-which this 
is to be done is also pease It is to be done in the spirit of meekness, and with long suf- 
fering; but the work must. be done upon the responsibility of the pastors to Him who has 
commissioned them for this purpose ; and they have a right to require from the people; that 
in this office and ministry they should not only not be obstructed, but affectionately and zeal- 
ously aided, as ministering in these duties, sometimes painful, not for themselves, but for the 
good of the whole. With respect to the members of a church, the same remark is applicable 
-as to the members of a state. It is not matter of option with them whether they will be under 
government according to the laws of Christ or not, for that is imperative; government in both 
cases being of Divine appointment. They lave, onthe other hand, the right to full security, 
that they shall be governed by the laws of Christ; “and they have a right too to establish as 
many guards against human infirmity and passion in those who are ‘set over them,” as may 
be prudently devised, provided these are not carried to-such an extent as to be obstructive to 
the legitimate Scriptural discharge of-their duties. The true view of the case appears to be, 
that the government of the church is in its pastors, open to various modifications as to form; 
and that it is to be conducted with such a concurrence of the people, as shall constitute a suf 
ficient guard against abuse, and yet not prevent the legitimate and efficient exercise of pas- 
toral duties, as these duties are stated in the Scriptures. ‘This‘original authority in the pas- 
fors, and concurrent consent in the people, may be thus applied to particular cases :— 

J. As to the ordination of ministers.. If we consult the New Testament, this office was 
never conveyed by the people. ‘The Apostles were ordained by our Lord; the Evangelists, 
by the Apostles; the elders in every church, both by Apostles and Evangelists. —The passage 
which has been chiefly urged by those who would originate the ministry from the people, is 
Acts xiv, 23, where the historian, speaking of St. Paul and Barnabas, says, “And when they 
had ordained (yetporovneavres) elders in every church, and had prayed with fasting, they com- 
mended them to the Lord.”. Here, because yerporoverv originally signified to choose by way of 
suffrage, some have argued that these elders were appointed -by the suffrages of the people. 
Long, however, before the time of St. Luke, this word was used for simple designation, with- 
out any reference to election by suffrages; and so it is employed by St. Luke himself in the 
same book, Acts x, 41, “ Witnesses foreappointed of God,” where of course the ‘suffrages of 

mien are out of the question. It is also fatal to the argument drawn from the text, that the 
act implied in the word, whatever it-might be, was not the act of the people, but that of Paul 
and Barnabas, Even the deacons, whose appointment is mentioned Acts vi, although “looked 
out” by the discipies as men of honest report, did not enter upon their office till solemnly 
“appointed” thereto by the Apostles.. Nothing-is clearer in the New Testament, than that 
all the candidates for the ministry were judged of by those who had been-placed in that office 
themselves, and received their appointment from them. Such too was' the practice of the 
primitive churches after the death of both Apostles and Evangelists. Presbyters, who during 
the life of the Apostles had the power of ordination, (for they laid their hands upon Timothy,) 
continued to perform that office'in discharge of one solemn part of their duty, to perpetuate 
the ministry, and to provide for the wants of the churches. | In the times of the Apostles, who 
were endued with special gifts, the coneurrence of the people was not, perhaps, always for- 
mally taken; but the directions to Timothy and Titus. imply a reference to t e judgment of 
‘the members: of the church, because from them only it could be learned whether the party 
fixed upon: for ordination possessed those qualifications without which ordination was pro- 
hibited. When the churches assumed a more regular form, “the people were always present 
at ordinations, and, ratified the action with. their approbation and consent. To this end the 
bishop was wont: before every ordination to publish the names of those who were to have 
holy orders conferred upon them, that-so the people, who best knew their lives and conversa- 
tion, might interpose if they had any thing material to object against them.”(5) Sometimes 


(5) Cave’s Primitive Christianity. Ae 
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‘also they nominated them by suffrages, and thus proposed them for ordination. The mode 
in which the people shall be made a concurrent party is matter of prudential regulation ; but 
they had an early, and certainly a reasonable right to a voice in the appointment of their 
ministers, although the power of ordination was vested in ministers alone, to be exercised on 
their responsibility to Christ. ; \ ort ar oe 

2. As to the laws by which the church is to be governed. So far as they are manifestly 
laid down in the word of God, and not regulations judged to be subsidiary thereto, it is plain 
that the rulers of a church are bound to execute them, and the people’to obey them. ‘They 
cannot be matter of compact on either side, except as the subject of a mutual and solemn 
engagement to defer to them without any modification or appeal to any other standard. - 

Every church declares in some way,. how it understands the doctrine and the disciplinary 
laws of Christ. ‘This declaration as to doctrine, in modern times, is made by confessions or 
artieles of faith, in which, if fundamental errot is found, the evil rests upon the head of that 
church collectively, and upon the members individually, every one of whom is bound to try 
all doctrines by the Holy Scriptures, and cannot support an acknowledged system of error 
without guilt. As to-discipline, the manner in which a church provides for public worship, 
the publication of the Gospel, the administration of the sacraments, the instruction of the 
ignorant, the succour of the distressed, the admonition of the disorderly, and the excision of 
offenders, (which are all points on which the New Testament has issued express injunctions, ) 
is its declaration of the manner in which it interprets those injunctions, which also it does on 
its own collective responsibility, and that’ of its members. If, however, we take-for illustra~ 
tion of the subject before us, a church, at least. substantially right in this its interpretation of 
doctrine, and of the Jaws of Christ as to general, and, what we may call for distinction’s sake, 
moral discipline ; these are the first principles upon which this church is founded. Itis either 
an apostolic church, which has retained primitive faith and discipline; or it has subsequently 
been collected into a new communion, on account of the fall of other churches; and has placed 
itself, according to its own conviction, upon the basis of primitive doctrine and discipline as 
found in the Scriptures. On this ground either the pastors and people met and united at first ;” 
or the people, converted to faith and holiness by the labours of one or more pastors, holding; as 
they believed, these Scriptural views, placed themselves under the guidance of these pastors, 
and thus formed themselves into a church state, which was their act of accession to these 
principles. It is clear, therefore, that by this very act, they bind themselves to comply with 
the original. terms of the communion into which they have entered, and that they have as to 
these doctrines, and as to these disciplinary laws of Christ, which are to be preached and 
enforced, no rights of control over ministers, which shall prevent the just exercise of their 
office in these respects. They have a right to such regulations and checks as shall seeure, in 
the best possible way, the just and faithful exercise of that office, and the honest and impartial 
use of that power; but this is the limit of their right; and every system of suffrages, or 
popular eoncurrence, which, under pretence of guarding against abuse of ministerial authority, 
makes its, exercise absolutely and. in all cases dependent upon the consent of those over whom 
it extends, goes, beyond that limit, and invades the right of pastoral government, which the 
New Testament has established. It brings, in a word, the laws of Christ into debate, which 
yet the members profess to have received as their rule; andvit claims-to put into commission 
those duties which pastors are changed by Christ personally to exercise. The Apostle Paul, 
had the incestuous person at Corinth denied the crime, and there had been any doubtfulness 
as to the fact, would unquestionably have taken the opinion ’of the elders of that church 
others upon that faet ; but when it ebeane a question whether the laws of Christ’s discipli 
should be exercised or not, he did not feel himself concluded by the sense of the whol 
Corinthian church, which was in favour of the offender continuing in communion with them; 
but he instantly reproved them for their laxity, and issued the sentence of excision, thereby 
showing that an obvious law of Christ was not to be subjected to the decision of a majority. 

This view indeed supposes, that such a society, like almost all the churches ever known, 
has admitted in the first instance, that the power of admission into the church, of reproof, of 
exhortation, and of excision from it, subject to various guards against abuses, is in the pas- 
tors of a church. There:are some who have adopted a different opinion, supposing that the 


power of administering the discipline of Christ must be conveyed by. them to their ministers, » 


and is to. be wholly controlled by their suffrages; so that there is in these systems, not a pro- 
vision of counsel against possible errors in the exercise of authority; not a guard against 
human infirmity or viciousness; not a reservation of right to determine’ upon the fitness of 
the cases to which the laws of Christ are applied; but a claim of coadministration as to these 
laws themselves, or rather an entire administration of them through the pastor, as a passive 
agent of their will. Those who adopt these views are bound to show that this is the state of 
things established in the New Testament. That it is not, appears plain.from the very term 
pastors,” which imports both care and government; mild and affectionate government 
indeed, but still government. Hence the office of Shepherd is apiplied to describe the govern- 
ment of God, and the government of kings.. It appears too, from other titles given, not 
merely to Apostles, but to the presbyters they ordained and placed over the churches... They 
are called nyovpevot, rulers; emoxonar; Overseers; wposerwres, those who preside. - They are 
commended for “ruling well;” and they are directed “to charge,” “to reprove,” “to rebuke,* 
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“to watch,” “to silence,” “to put away.” The very “account” they must give to God, in 
connection with the discharge of these duties, shows that their office and responsibility was 
peculiar and personal, and much greater than that of any private member of the church, 
which it could not be if they were the passive agents only in matters of doctrine and dis- 
cipline of the will of the whole. To the double duty of feeding and exercising the oversight 
of the flock, a special reward-is also promised when the “ Chief Shepherd shall appear,”—a 
title of Christ, which shows that as the pastoral office of feeding and ruling is exercised by 
Christ supremely, so it is exercised by his ministers in both branches subordinately. Finally 
the exhortations to Christians to “obey them that have the rule over.them,” and to “submit” 
to them, and <‘to esteem them very highly for their works’ sake,” and to ‘remember them ;” 
—all-show that the ministerial office is not one of mere agency, under the absolute direction 
of the votes of the collected church. ~ a; debe ! 

3. With respect to other disciplinary regulations, supposed by any religious society to be 
subsidiary to the great and Scriptural ends of church communion, these appear to be matters 
of mutual agreement, and are capable of modification by the mutual consent of ministers and 
people, under their common responsibility to Christ, that they are done advisedly, with 
prayer, with reference to the edification of the church, and so as not to infringe. upon, but to 
promote, the influence of the doctrines, duties, and spirit of the Gospel. ‘The consent .of the 
people to all such regulations,. either tacitly by their adoption of them, or more expressly 
through any regular meetings of different officers, who may be regarded as acquainted with, 
and representing the sentiments of the whole ; as also by the approval of those aged, wise, 
and from different causes, influential persons, who are to be found-in all societies, and who 
are always, whether in office or not, their natural guardians, guides, and representatives, is 
necessary to confidence and harmony, and a proper security for good and orderly govern- 
ment. it is thus that those to whom the government or well ordering of the church is com- 
mitted, and those upon whom their influence and Scriptural authority exert. themselves, 
appear to be best brought into a state of harmony and mutual confidence ; and that abun- 

_dant security is afforded against all misrule, seeing that ina volyntony communion, and where 
perfect liberty exists for any member ‘to unite himself to other ¢ urches, or for.any number of 
them to arrange theniselves into a new community, subject however to the moral cautions of 
the New Testament against the schismatic spirit, it can never be the interest of those with 
whom the regulation of the affairs of a church is lodged, voluntarily to adopt measures which 
can be generally felt to be onerous and injurious, nor is it practicable to persevere in them. 
In this method of bringing in the concurrence of the people, all assemblages of whole societies, 
or very large portions of them, are avoided,—a. popular form of church government, which, 
however it were modified so as best to accord with the Scriptural authority.of ministers, 
could only be’ tolerable in very small isolated societies, and that in the times of their greatest 
simplicity and love. To raise into legislators and censors all the members of a church, the 
young, the ignorant, and the inexperienced, is to.do them great injury. Itis the-sure way to 
foster debates, contentions, and self-confidence, to open the door to intrigue and policy, to 
tempt forward and conceited men to become a kind of religious demagogues, and ts to 
destroy the salutary influence of the aged, experienced, and. gifted members, by referring 
every decision to members and suffrages, and placing all that is good and venerable, and 
influential among the members themselves, at the feet of a democracy. (ae 

4. As to the power of admission into the church, that is clearly with ministers, to whom the 

of baptism is committed, by which the door is opened into the church universal; and as 

e can be no visible communion kept up with the universal church, except by communion 

‘with some particular church, the admission into that particular communion must be in the 

hands of ministers, because it is one of the duties of their office, made such by the Scripture 
itself, to enjoin this mode of confessing Christ, by assembling with his saints in worship, by 
submitting to discipline, and by “showing forth his death” at the Lord’s Supper. We have, 
however, already said, that the members of a church, although they have no right to obstruct 
the just exercise of this power, have the right to prevent its being unworthily exercised; and 


their concurrence with the admission, tacit or declared, according to their usages, isan 
he New Testament, and from primitive 


devolves upon those to 
is entrusted, and there- 


arrangement, supported by analogies drawn from t 
antiquity. ‘The expulsion of unworthy members, after admonition, 
whom the administration of the sacraments, the signs of communion, r 
fore upon ministers, for this reason, that as “shepherds”, of the flock under the “Chief 
Shepherd,” they are charged to carry his laws into effect. These laws, it is neither with 
them nor with'the people to modify ; they are already declared by superior authority-; but 
the determination of the facts of the case to which they are to be applied, is matter of mutual 
investigation and décision, in order to prevent an-erring or an improper exercise of authority. 
That such investigations should take place, not before the assembled members of a society, 
but before proper and select tribunals, appears not only an obviously proper, but, in many 
respects, a necessary regulation. 

~ The trial of unworthy ministers remains to be noticed, 
societies exist as one’ church, having therefore many pas 
4n the hands of those pastors themselves, and that not on | 
and exclusion lie with them, but for other reasons also. It can scarce 


which wherever a number of religious 
tors, is manifestly most safely placed 
ly because the official acts of censure 
ly happen that a minister 
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Should bé under acéusation, except in some very particular.cases, but that, from his former 
influence, at least with.a part-of the people, some faction would. be found to support him. . In 
proportion to the ardowr of this feeling, the other party would be excited to undue severity 
and bitterness. To try such a case before a whole society, there would not only be the same 
objection as in the case of private members; but the additional one, that parties would be more 
certainly formed, and be still more violent. If he must be arraigned then before some special 
tribunal, the most fitting is that of his brethren, provided that the parties accusing have the 
right to bring on such a trial upon exhibition of probable evidence; and to prosecute it without 
obstruction. In churches whose ministers are thrown solely upon the public opinion of the 
society, and exist as such only by. their character, this is ordinarily a sufficient guard against 
the toleration of improper conduct; while it removes the trial from those whose excitement 
for or against the accused might on either side be unfavourable to fair and equitable decision, 
anid to the peace of the church. ‘ i 2 
The above remarks coiitain but a sketch of those principles of church government, which 
appear to be contained’ in, or to be suggested by, the New ‘Testament. They still leave much 
liberty to Christiatis to adapt them in detail to the circumstances in which they are placed. 
The offices to be created ; the meetings necessary for the maiiagement of the various affairs of 
the church, spiritual and financial; the assembling of ministers in larger or smaller numbers 
for counsel, and for oversight of each other, arid of the churches to which they belong; are all 
matters of this kind, and are left to the suggestions.of wisdom and piety. The extent to which 
distinet So¢iéties of Christians shall associate in one church, under a common government, 
appears also tobe a matter of prudence and of cireumstances. In the primitive church we see - 
different societies in a city and its neighbourhood under the common government of the assembly 
of presbyters; and afterward these grew into provincial churches, of greater or smaller extent. 
In modern times, we have similar associations-in the form of national churches, Episcopal or 
Presbyterian ; and of churches existing without any recognition of the state at: all, and form~ 
ing smaller or larger communities, from the union of a few societies, to the union of societies 
throughout a whole country; holding the same doctrines, practising the same modesof worship, 
and placing themselves under a common code of laws anda common government, But what- 
ever be the form they take; they are bound to respect, and to model themselves by, the prin- 
ciples of church communion and of church discipline which are contained in the New ‘Testament; 
and they will be fruitful in holiness and usefulness, 80 long as they conform to them, and.so 
jong as those forms of administration are conscientiously preferred which appear best adapted 
to preserve and to diffuse sound doctrine, Christian practice, spirituality, and charity. That 
discipline is defective and bad in itself, or it is ill administered, which does not accomplish 
these ends; and that is best which best promotes them. " 
The mnps to which church authority is legitimately directed remain to be briefly considered. 
The first is, the preservation and publication of “sound doctrine.” . Against false doctrines, 
and the men “of corrupt minds” who taught them, the sermons of Christ, and the writings of 
the Aposties, abound in cautions; and since St. Paul lays it-down as a rule, as to erring: 
teachers, that their “mouths must be stopped,” this.implies, that the power of declaring what 
sound doctrine is, and of silencing false teachers, was confided by the Apostles to the future 
ehureh. » By systematic writers this has been called potestas 8oyyarixn ; which, abused by the 
ambition of man, forms no small part of that antichristian usurpation which characterizes the 
church of Rome. Extravagant as are her claims, so that,she brings in her traditions as of equal 
authority with the inspired writings, and denies to men the right of private judgment, and of 
trying her dogmas by the test of the Holy Scriptures; there is a sober sense in which his 
power may be taken. The great Protestant principle that the Holy Scriptures, are the only 
standard of doctrine; that the doctrines of every church must be proved out of them; and that 
to this standard every individual member has the right of bringing them, in order to the cons 
firmation of his own faith; must be-held inviolate, if we would not see Divine authority 
displaced by human. Since, however, men may conte to different conclusions upon the 
meaning of Scripture, it has been the practice from primitive times to declare the sense in 
which Scripture is understood by collective assemblies of ministers, and by the churches united 
With them, in order to the enforcement of such interpretations upon Christians generally, by 
the influence of learning, piety, numbers, and solemn deliberation. The reference of the » 
uestion respecting circumcision by the church at Antioch to “the Apostles and elders at 
erusalem,” is the first instance of this, though with this peculiarity, that, in this case, the deci- 
sion was given under plenary inspiration. While one of the Apostles lived, an appeal could be 
made to him in like manner when any doctrinal novelty sprung up in the church.) After their 
death, smaller or larger councils, composed of the public teachers of the churches, were resorted 
to, that they might pronounce upon these differences of opinion, and by their authority confirm 
the faithful, and abash the propagators of error, Still later, four councils, called general, from 
the number of persons assembled in them from various parts. of Christendom, have peculiar 
eminence. ‘The Council of Nice, in the fourth century, which condemned the Arian heresy, 
and formed that Scriptural and important formulary called the Nicene Creed; the Couneil of 
Constantinople, held at the end of the same century, which condemned the errors of Mace- 
donius, and asserted the divinity and personality of the Holy Ghost; and the Councils of 
Ephesus and Chalcedon; aboutthe middle of the fifth century, which censured the opinions of 
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Nesiorius.and Eutyches. At Nice it was declared that the Son is truly God, of the same 
Substance with the-Father; at Constantinople, that the Holy Ghost is also truly God; at 
shesus, that the divine nature was truly united to the hunian in Christ, in one person; at 
alcedon, that both natures remained distinct, and that the human nature was not lost or 
absorbed in the divine. The decisions of these councils, both from their antiquity and from 
the manifest conformity of their decisions on these points to the Holy Scriptures, have been 
received to this day in what have been called the orthodox churches, throughout the world. 
Ou general councils, the Romish Church has been divided as to the questions, whether infalli- 
bility resides in them, or in the Pope, or in the Pope when at their head, Protestants cut this 
matter short by acknowledging that they have erred, and may err, being composed of fallible 
men, and that they, have no authority but as they manifestly agree with the Scriptures. To 
the above mentioned councils, they have in general always paid great deference, as affording 
confirmation of the plain and literal sense of Séripture on the points in question; but on no 
other ground. “Things ordained by general councils as necessary to salvation, have neither 
strength nor authority, unless it may be declared they be taken out of Holy Scripture.” (6): 
‘The manner in which the respective Churches of the Reformation declared their doctrinal inter= 
pretation of the Scriptures on the leading points of theology, was by confessions and articles 
of faith, and by the adoption of ancient or primitive creeds. With reference to this practice, 
no doubt it is, that the Church of England declares in her twentieth article, that “the Church 
hath authority in controversies of faith ;” but qualifies the tenet, by adding, “and yet it is not 
Jawful for the Church to ordain any thing that is contrary to God’s word written ;” in which 
there is a manifest recognition of the right of all who have God’s word in their, hands, to make 
use of it in order to try what any church “ordains,” as necessary to be believed. This authority 
of a church in matters of doctrine appears then to be reduced to the following particulars, 
which, although directly opposed to the assumptions of the Church of Rome: are of great 
importance !--1. To declare the sense in which it interprets the language of Scripture on all 
the leading doctrines of the Christian revelation; for to contend, as some have done, that no 
creeds or articles of faith are proper, but that belief in the Scriptures only ought to be required, 
would be to a. all doctrinal distinctions, since the most perverse interpreters of Scripture 
profess to believe the words of Scripture. 2. To require from all its members, with whom the 
right of private judgement is by all Protestant churches left inviolate, to examine such declara- 
tions of faith, professing to convey the sense of Scripture, with modesty and proper respect to 
those grave and learned assemblies in which all these points have been weighed with delibera+ 
tion; receiving them as-guides to truth, not implicitly, it is true, but still with docility and 
humility. “Great weight and deference is due to such decisions; and every man that finds his 
own thoughts differ from them, ought to examine the matter over again with much attention 
and care, freeing himself all he can from prejudice and obstinacy, with a just distrust of his 
own understanding, and an humble respect to the judgment of his superiors. ‘This is due to 
the consideration of peace and union, and to that authority which the church has to maintain 
it; but if, after all possible methods of inquiry, a man cannot master his thoughts, or make 
them agree with.the public decisions, his conscience is not ander bonds, since this authority is 
not absolute, nor grounded upon a promise of infallibility.” (7) 3. To silence within its own 
pale the preaching ofall doctrines contrary to the received standards. On this every church 
has right to insist which sincerely believes that contrary doctrines to its own are fundamental 
or dangerous errors, and which is thereby bound both to keep its members from thelr contami- 
nation, and also to preserve them from those distractions and ‘controversies to which the 
preaching of diverse doctrines by its ministers would inevitably lead. Nor is there any thing 
m the exereise of this authority contrary to Christian liberty, since the members of any com- 
nmunion, and especially the ministers, know beforehand the terms of fellowship with the churches 
whose confessions of faith are thus made public; and because also, where conscience is unfet- 
tered by public law, they are neither prevented from enjoying their own opinions in peace, 
nor from propagating them in other assemblies. 7 et 20 te 
The second end is, the forming of such regulations for the conduct of its ministers, officers, 
and members, ‘as shall establish a common order for worship ; facilitate the management of 
the affairs of the community, spiritual, economical, and financial; and give a right direction 
to the general conduct of the whole society. This in technical language is called potestas 
diaraxrixn, and consists in making canons, or rules, for those particular matters which are not 
provided for in detail by the directions of Scripture. This power also, like the former, has 
been earried to a culpable excess in many churches, so as to fill them with superstition, and 
in many om to introduce an onerous system of observances, like that of Judaism, the 
yoke from which the Gospel-has set us free. The simplicity of Christianity has thus been 
often destroyed, and the ‘doctrines of men” set up “as commandments of God.” At the 
same time, there isa sound sense in which this power.in ‘a church must be admitted, and a 
deference to it bound upon the members. For, when the laws of Christ are both rightly 
understood’ and cordially admitted, the application of them to particular cases is still neces- 
sary ; many regulations also are dictated by inference and by analogies, and often appear to 
be required by the spirit of the Gospel, for which there is no prevision in the letter of Scrip. 


(6) Twenty-first Article of the Church of England. (7) Burnet. . 
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ture, The obligation of public worship, for instance, is plainly stated ; but the’seasons of its 

observance, its frequency, and the mode in which it is to be-conducted, must be matter of 
_ special regulation, insorder that all things may be done: “decently and in order.” ‘The 
observance of the Sabbath is binding ; but particular rules guarding against such acts, as in 
the judgment of a church, are violations. of the law of the Sabbath, are often necessary to 
direct: the judgment and consciences of the body of the people. Baptismeis to be a is- 
tered; but the manner of this service may be prescribed by a church, sin¢e the Scriptures 
have not determined it. So also as to the mode and the times of receiving the Lord’s Supper, 
in the same absence of inspired directions regulations must be agreed upon, that there may 
be, as nearly as edification requires, an undistracted uniformity of practice. Special festivals 
of commemoration and thanksgivings may also be appointed, as fit occasions for the inculca- 
tion of particular truths, and moral duties,-and for the special. excitement of grateful affec- 
tions. For-although they are not particularly prescribed in Scripture; they are in manifest 
accordance with its spirit, and are sanctioned by many of the examples which it exhibits. 
Days of fasting and humiliation, for the same reasons, may be the subject of appointment ; 
Es beside the regular acts of public worship, private meetings of the members for mutual 
prayer and religious converse, may also be found necessary. To these may be added, various 
plans for the instruction of children, the visitation and relief of the sick, and the introduction 
of the Gospel into neglected neighbourhoods, and its promotion in foreign lands. A consider- 
able number of other regulations touching order, contributions, the repressing of particular 
vices which may mark the spirit of the times, and the practice of particular duties, will also 
be found necessary. ders. s 4 

The only legitimate ends, however, of all these directions and rules, are, the edification of 
the church; the preservation of its practical purity ; the establishment of an influential order 
and decorum: in-its services; and the promotion of its usefulness to the world. The general 
principles by which they are to be controlled, are the spirituality, simplicity, and practical 
character of Christianity ; and the authority with which they are invested, is derived from 
piety, wisdom, and singleness of heart, in-those who originate them, and from that docility 
and submissiveness of Christians to each other, which is enforced upon them in the New 
Testament. For although every Christian is exhorted to “try all things,” to “search the 
Scriptures,” and to exercise his best judgment, in matters which relate to doctrine, discipline, 
and practice, yet he is to do this in the spirit of a Christian; not with self-willedness, and 
self-confidence ; not contemning the opinion and authority of others; not factiously and.cen- 
soriously. “This is his duty even where the most important subjects are in question; how 
much more then in things comparatively indifferent ought he to practise the Apostolic rule: 
“Likewise, ye younger, submit yourselves unto the elder ; yea, all of you be subject one to 
another, and be:clothed with humility.” i : 

The third end of church government is the infliction and removal of censures, a power 
(potestas diaxpirixn) the abuse of which, and the extravagant lengths to which it has been’ 
carried, have: led some-wholly to deny it, or to treat it slightly ; but which is nevertheless’ 
deposited with every Scriptural church. Even associations much less solemn and spiritual in 
their character, have the power to put away their members, and to receive again, upon cer- 
tain conditions, those who offend against their rules; and.if the offence which called forth this 
expulsion be of a moral nature, the censure of a whole society, inflicted after due examination, 
comes with much greater weight, and is a much greater reproach and misfortune to the per- 
son who falls under it, than that of a private individual. In the case of a Christian church, 
however, the proceeding connects itself with a higher than human authority. The members 
have separated from the world, and have placed themselves under the laws of Christ. They 
stand in a special relation to him, so long as they are faithful; they are objects of his care 
and love, as members of his own body; and to them, as.such, great and numerous promises 
are made. To preserve them in this state of fidelity, to-guard them from errors of doctrine 
and viciousness of practice, and thus to prevent their separation from Christ, the church with 
its ministry, its ordinances, and its discipline, was established. He who becomes unfaithful 
in opposition to the influence of those edifying and conservatory means, forfeits the favour of 
Christ, even before he is deservedly separated from the church ; but when he is separated, 
put away, denied communion with the church, he loses also the benefit of all those peculiar » 
means of grace and salvation, and of those special influences and promises which Christ 
bestows upon the church, He is not only thrown back upon common society with shame, 
stigmatized as an “evil worker,” by the solemn sentence of a religious tribunal; but becomes, 
so to speak, again a member of that incorporated and hostile society, THE WORLD, against 
which the exclusive and. penal sentences of the word of God are dirécted. ‘Where the sen« 
tence. of excision by a church is erring or vicious, as it may be in some cases, it cannot affect 
an innocent individual; he would remain, notwithstanding the sentence of men, a member of 
Christ’s invisible universal church; but when it proceeds. upon a just application of the laws 
of Christ, there can be no doubt of its ratification in heaven, although the door is left open to 
penitence and restoration. sig 
: In prcparson, however, as a sober and serious Christian, having those views, wishes to 
; me up in . env mind, and in the minds of others, a proper sense of the weight and 
solemnity of church censures when rightly administered, he will feel disgusted at those 
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assumptions of control over the mercy and justice of God, which fallible men have in some 
churches endeavoured to establish, and have too often exercised for the gratification of the 
worst passions. So because our Lord said to Peter, “I will give unto thee the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven,” and “whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, 
and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven,” which is also said, Matt 
xviii, 18, to all the Apostles, “it came to be understood that the sentence of excommunica- 
tion, by its own intrinsic authority, condemned to eternal punishment; that the excommuni- 
cated person could not be delivered from this condemnation, unless the church gave him 
absolution ; and that the church had the power of absolving him upon the private confession 
of his fault, either by prescribing to him certain acts of penance, and works of charity, the 

erformance of which was considered as a satisfaction for the sin which he had committed, or 
3 a lying to him the merits of some other person. ’ And as in the progress of corruption, 
the who le power of the church was supposed to be lodged in the Pope, there flowed from him, 
at his pleasure, indulgences or remissions of some parts of the penance, absolutions, and par- 
dons, the possession of which was represented to Christians as essential to salvation, and the 
sale of which formed a most gainful traffic.” Seas 

As to the passage respecting the gift of the xrys of the kingdom of heaven to Peter, from 
which these views affect to be derived, it is most naturally explained by the very apposite 
and obviously explanatory fact, that this Apostle was the fest preacher of the Gospel dispen- 
sation in its perfected form, both to the Jews at the day of Pentecost, and afterward to the 
Gentiles. Bishop Horsley a it only to the latter of these events, to which indeed it may 
principally, but not exclusively, refer, 7 

“St. Peter’s custody ‘of the keys was a temporary, not ‘a perpetual authority: its object 
was not individuals, but the whole human race. The kingdom of heaven upon earth is the 
true church of God. It is now therefore the Christian church: formerly the Jewish church 
was that kingdom. The true church is represented in this text, as in many passages of 
Holy Writ, under the image of a walled city, to be entered only atthe gates. Under the 
Mosaic economy these gates were shut, and particular persons only could obtain admittance, 
—Israelites by birth, or by legal incorporation. ‘The locks of these gates were the rites of 
the Mosaic law, which obstructed the entrance of aliens. But, after our Lord’s ascension, 
and the descent of the Holy Ghost, the keys of the city were given to St. Peter, by that vision 
which taught him, and authorized him to teach others, that all distinctions of one nation from 
another were at.anend. By virtue of this special commission, the great Apostle applied the 
key, pushed back the bolt of the lock, and threw the gates of the city open for the admission 
of the whole Gentile world, in the instance of Cornelius and his family.” (8) cing 

When the same learned prelate would also refer the binding and loosing power mentioned 
in the above texts exclusively to Peter, he fort that in the passage above referred to, Matt. 
Xviii, 18, it is given to all the Apostles, ““Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound 
in heaven, and whatsoever ye shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.” These expres- 
sions manifestly refer to the authoritative declaration of any thing to be obligatory, and its 
infraction to be sinful, and therefore subject to punishment, or the contrary ; and the passage 
receives sufficient illustration from the words of our Lord to his Apostles, after his resurrec- 
tion, when after breathing upon them he said, ‘‘ Receive ye the Holy Ghost: whosesoever 
sins ye remit, they are remitted to them; and whosesoever sins ye retain, they are retained,” 
John xx, 22, 23, To qualify them for this authoritative declaration of what was obligatory 
upon men, or otherwise ; and of the terms upon which sins are “remitted,” and the circum- 
stances under which they are “retained ;” they previously received the Holy Ghost,—a suf- 
ficient proof that this power was connected with the plenary inspiration of the Apostles; and 
berona those inspired men it could not éxtend, unless equally strong miraculous evidence of 
the same degree of inspiration were afforded by any others. The manner also in which the 
Apostles exercised this power elucidates the subject. We have no instance at all of their 
forgiving the sins of any individuals; they merely proclaimed the terms of pardon, And we 
have no instance of their “retaining” the sins of any one, ae) af declaring them condemned 
by the laws of the Gospel, of which they were the preachers. ey authoritatively explain 
in their writings the terms of forgiveness; they state as to duty what is obligatory, and what 
is not obligatory, upon Christians; they pronounce sinners of various kinds, impenitent and 
unbelieving, to be under God’s wrath; and they declare certain apostates to be put beyond 
forgiveness by their own act, not by Apostolic,excommunication; and thus they bind and 
loose, remit sins and retain them. The meaning of these passages is in this manner explained 
by the practice of the Apostles themselves, and we may also see the reason why in Matthew 
xviil, a similar declaration stands connected with the censures of a church: “Moreover, if thy 
brother trespass against thee, go and tell him his fault between thee and him alone; if he 
shall hear thee, thou hast gained thy brother. But if he will not hear thee, then take with 
thee one or two more, that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be esta- 
blished. , And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the church; but if he neglect to 
hear the church let him be unto thee as a Heathen man and as a publican; verily, I say unto 
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you, whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in. heaven, and whatsoever ye shall 
loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.”~ ify ih : 

That here there may be a reference to a provision made among the Jews for settling ques- 

tions of accusation, pe dispute by the elders of their synagogues, is probable ; but it is also 
clear that our Lord looked forward to the establishment of his own church, which was to dis- 
place the synagogue; and that there might be infallible rules to guide that church in its judg- 
ment on moral cases, he turns to the disciples, to whom the discourse is addressed, and says 
to them, “Whatsoever ye,” not the church, “shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, 
and whatsoever YE shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.” Of the disciples then pre- 
sent the subsequent history leads us to conclude, that he principally meant that the Apostles 
should be endued with this power, and that. they were to be the inspired persons who were to 
furnish “the church” with infallible rules of judgment, in all such cases of dispute and accu- 
sation. When, therefore, any church rightly interprets these portale rules, and rightly 
applies them to particular cases, it then exercises a discipline which is not only approved, but 
is also confirmed, in heaven by the concurring dispensations of God, who respects his own 
inspirations in his Apostles. The whole shows the careful and solemn manner in which all 
such investigations are to be conducted, and the serious effect of them. It is by the admonish- 
ing and putting away of offenders, that the church bears its testimony against all sin before 
the world; and it is thus that she maintains a salutary influence over her members, by the 
well-grounded fear of those censures which, when Scripturally administered, are sanctioned 
by Christ its Head; and which, when they extend to excision from the body, and no error of 
judgment, or sinister intention, vitiates the proceeding, separates the offenders from that spe- 
cial grace of Christ which is promised to the faithful collected into a church state,—a loss, an 
evil, and a danger, which nothing but repentance, humiliation, and a return to God and his 
people, can repair. For it is to be observed, that this part of discipline is an ordinance of 
Christ, not only for the maintenance of the character of his churches, and the preservation of 
their influence in the world; but for the spiritual benefit of the offenders themselves. To this 
effect are the words of the Apostle Paul as to the immoral Corinthian,— to deliver such a 
one to Satan, for the destruction of the flesh,” the dominion of his: bodily appetites, “ that the 
spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.” The practice of many of the ancient 
churches was, in this respect, rigid ; in several of the ciroumstances far too much so; and thus 
it assumed a severity much more appalling than in the Apostolic times. It shows, however, 
how deeply the necessity of maintaining moral discipline was felt among them, and in sub- 
stance, though not in every part of the mode, is worthy of remembrance. _‘ When disciples 
of Christ who had dishonoured his religion by committing any gross immorality, or by 
relapsing into idolatry, were cut off from the church by the sentence of excommunication ; 
they were kept, often for years, in a state of penance, however desirous to be readmitted. 
They made a public confession of their faith, accompanied with the most humiliating expres- 
sions of grief, For some time they stood without the doors, while the Christians were em- 
ployed in worship. Afterward they were allowed to enter; then to stand during a part of the 
service ; then to remain during the whole: but they were not permitted to partake of the 
Lord’s Supper, till a formal absolution was pronounced by the church. ‘The time of the 
penance was sometimes shortened, when the anguish of their mind, or any occasional distress 
of body, threatened the danger of their dying in that condition, or when those who were then 
suffering persecution, or other deserving members of the church interceded for them, and 
became, by this intercession, in some measure, sureties for their future good behaviour. The 
duration of the penance, the acts required. while it continued, and the manner of the absolu- 
tion, varied at different times. The natter was, fram its nature, subject to much abuse ; it 
-was often taken under the cognizance of. ancient councils; and a great part of their canons 
was employed in regulating the exercise of discipline.” (9) 

In concluding this chapter, it may be observed, that however difficult it may be, in some 
cases, to adjust modes of church government, so that in the view of all, the principles of the 
New Testament may be fully recognised, and the ends for which churches are collected may 
be effectually accomplished, this labour will always be greatly smoothed, by a steady regard, 
on each side, to duties as well as to rights, These are equally imperative upon ministers, 
upon subordinate officers, and upon the private members of every church. Charity, candour, 
humility, public spirit, zeal, a forgiving spirit, and the desire, the strong desire, of unity and’ 
harmony, ought to pervade all, as well as a constant remembrance of the great and solemn 
truth, that Christ is the Judge, as well as the Saviour of his churches. "While the people are 
docile ; obedient to the word of exhortation ; willing to submit, “in the Lord,” to those who 
“preside over them,” and are charged to exercise Christ’s discipline; and while ministers 
are * gentle among them,” after the example of St. Paul,—a gentleness, however, which in 
his case, winked at no evil, and kept back no truth, and compromised no principle, and spared 
no obstinate and incurable offender,—while they feed the flock of Christ with sound doctrine, 
and are intent upon their edification, watching over them “as they that must -give account,” 
and study, live, and labour, for no other ends, than to present that part of the church com- 


mitted to their care “ perfect in Christ Jesus ;” every church will fall as it were naturally and 
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without effort into its proper “order.” Pure and undefiled religion in churches, like the first 

poetry, creates those subordinate rules ay which it is, afterward, guarded and governed ; and 

the best canons of both are those which are dictated by the fresh and primitive effusions of 
their own inspiration, fe = <erecale jen 

CHAPTER IL. 

Institutions of Curistianiry.—THE SacRAMENTS. 


Tue number of sacraments is held by all Protestants to be but two,—Baptism, and th 

Lord’s Supper; because they find no other instituted in the New Testament, or practised in 
the early oe The superstition of the Church of Rome has added no fewer than five to 
the number,— Confirmation, penance, orders, matrimony, and extreme unction, 
j The word used by the Greek Fathers for sacrament was puornpov. In the New Testa- 
ment this word always means, as Campbell has showed, either a secret,—something unknown 
till revealed; or the spiritual meaning of some emblem or type. In both these senses it is 
rendered sacramentum in-the Vulgate translation, which shows that the latter word was 
formerly used in-a large signification. As the Greek term was employed in the New Testa- 
ment to express the hidden meaning of an external symbol, as in Revelation i, 20, “the 
mystery of the seven stars,” it was naturally applied by early Christians to the symbolical 
rite of the Lord’s Supper; and as some of the most sacred and retired parts of the ancient 
Heathen worship were called mysteries, from which all but the initiated were excluded, the 
use of the same term to designate that most sacred act of Christian worship, which was 
strictly confined to the approved members of the church, was probably thought peculiarly 
appropriate. The Latin word sacramentum, in its largest sense, may signify a sacred cere- 
mony; and is the appellation, also, of the military oath of fidelity taken by the Roman 
soldiers. For both these reasons, probably, the term sacrament was adopted by the Latin 
Christians. For the first, because of the peculiar sacredness of the Lord’s Supper ; and for 
the second, because of that engagement to be faithful to the commands of Christ, their 
heavenly Leader, which was implied in this ordinance, and impressed upon them by so 
sacred a solemnity. It was, perhaps, from the designation of this ordinance, by the term 
sacramentum, by the Christians whom Pliny examined as to their faith and modes of worship, 
that he thus expresses himself in his letter to the Emperor Trajan :—“ From their affirmations 
T learned that the sum of all their offence, call it fault or error, was, that on a day fixed they 
used to assemble before sunrise, and sing together, in alternate responses, hymns to Christ, 
as a Deity ; binding themselves by the solemn engagements of an oath, not to commit any man- 
ner of wickedness,” &c, The term sacrament was also at an early period given to baptism, 
as well as to the Supper of the Lord, and is now confined among Protestants to these. two 
ordinances only. The distinction between sacraments, and other religious rites, is well 
stated by Burnet :—(1) 

“This difference is to be put between sacraments and other ritual actions; that whereas 
other rites are badges and distinctions by which Christians are known, a sacrament is more 
than a bare matter of form; as in the Old Testament, circumcision and propitiatory sacri- 
fices were things of a different nature and order from all the other ritual precepts concerning 
their cleansings, the distinctions of days, places, and meats. These were, indeed, precepts 
given them of God; but they were not federal acts of renewing the covenant, or reconciling 
themselves to God. By circumcision they received the seal of the covenant, and were 
brougit under the obligation of the whole law ; they were made by it debtors to it; and when 
by their sins they had provoked God’s wrath, they were reconciled to him by their sacrifices, 
with which atonement was made, and so their sins were forgiven them; the nature and end 
of those was, to be federal acts, in the offering of which the Jews kept to their part of the 
covenant, and in the accepting of which God maintained it on his part; so we see a plain. 
difference between these and a mere rite, which though commanded, yet must pass only for 
the badge of a profession, as the doing of it is an act of obedience to a divine law. Now, in 
the new dispensation, though our Saviour has eased us of that law of ordinances, that grievous 
yoke, and those beggarly elements, which were laid upon the Jews; yet since we are still in 
the body subject to our senses, and to sensible things, he has appointed some federal actions 
to be both the visible. stipulations and professions of our Christianity, and the conveyancers 
to us of the blessings of the Gospel.” 

It is this view of the two sacraments, as federal acts, which sweeps away the five super- 
stitious additions that the temerity of the Church of Rome has dared to elevate to the same 
yank of sacredness and importance. 

As it is usual among men to confirm covenants by visible and solemn forms, and has been 
so from the most ancient times, so when Almighty God was pleased to enter into covenant 
engagements with men, he condescended to the same methods of affording, on his part, sen- 
sible assurances of his fidelity, and to require the same from them, Thus, cireumcision was 


(1) On the Articles. 
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the sign and seal of the covenant with Abraham ; and when the great covenant of grace was 
made in the Son of God with all.nations, it was agreeable to this analogy to expect that he 
“would institute some constantly-recurring visible sign, in confirmation of his mercy to us, 
which should encourage our reliance upon his promises, and have the force of a perpetual 
renewal of the covenant between the parties. Such is manifestly the character and ends both 
of the institution of baptism and the Lord’s Supper; but as to the five additional sacraments: 
of the Church of Rome, “they have not any visible sign or ceremony ordained of God,” (2) 
and they stand in no direct connection with any covenant engagement entered into by him 
with his creatures. Confirmation rests on no Scriptural authority at all. Penance, if it mean 
any thing more than_repentance, is equally unsanctioned by Scripture; and if it mean 
‘repentance toward God,” it is no more a sacrament than faith. Orders, or the ordination 
of ministers, is an Apostolic command, but has in it no greater indication of a sacramental 
act than any other such command,—say the excommunication of obstinate sinners from the 
church, which, with just as good a reason might be elevated into a sacrament. Marriage 
appears to have been made by the Papists a sacrament for this curious reason, that the Apos- — 
tle Paul, when speaking of the love and union of husband and wife, and taking occasion from 
that to allude to the love of Christ to his church, says, “This is a great mystery,” which the 
Vulgate version translates, “Sacramentum hoc magnum est:” Thus they confound the 
large and the restricted sense of the word sacrament, and forget that the true “ mystery” 
spoken of by the Apostle, lies not in marriage, but in the union of Christ:with his people,— 
“This is a great mystery, but I speak concerning Christ and the church.” If, however, the 
use of the word “ mystery” in this passage by St. Paul, were sufficient to prove marriage a 
sacrament, then the calling of the Gentiles, as Beza observes, might be the eighth sacrament, 
since St. Paul terms that “a mystery,” Eph. 1, 9, which the Vulgate, in like manner, trans- 
lates by “sacramentum.” The last of their sacraments is extreme unction, of which it is 
enough to say that it is no where prescribed in Scripture ; and if it were, has clearly nothing 
in it of a sacramental character. The passage in St. James’s Epistle to which they refer, 

cannot serve them at all: for the Romanists use extreme unction only when all hope of 
recovery is’ past, whereas the prayers and the anointing mentioned by St. James’ were 

resorted to in order to a miraculous cure, for life, and not for death. With them, therefore, 

extreme unction is called “the sacrament of the dying.” 

Of the nature of sacraments there are three leading views. 

The first is that taken by the Church of Rome. 

According to the doctrine of this Church, the sacraments contain the grace they signify, and 
confer grace, ex opere operato, by the work itself, wpon such as do not put an obstruction by. 
mortal sin. “For these sensible and natural things,” it is declared, “work by the almighty 
power of God in the sacraments what they could not do by their own power.’ Nor is any 
more necessary to this effect, than that the priests, “who make and consecrate the sacra- 
ments, have an intention of doing what the church doth, and doth intend to do.” (3) Accord: 
ing therefore to this doctrine, the matter of the sacrament derives from the action of the j riest, 
in pronouncing certain words, a divine’ virtue, provided it be the intention of theprtest to 
give to that matter such a divine virtue, and this grace is conveyed to the soul of every per- 
son who receives it. Nor is it required of the person receiving a sacrament, that he should 
exercise any good disposition, or possess faith; for such is conceived to be the physical virtue 
of a sacrament, that, except when opposed by the obstacle of a mortal sin, the act of receiving 
it is alone sufficient for the experience of its efficacy. This is so capital an article of faith 
with the Romish Church, that the Council of Trent anathematizes all who deny that grace is 
not conferred by the sacraments from the act itself of receiving them, and affirm that faith 
only in the Divine promises is sufficient to the obtaining of grace,—“ Se quis dixerit, per ipsa 
nova legis sacramenta, ex opere operato, non conferri gratiam, sed soltim fidem divine promissionis 
ad gratiam consequendam sufficere, anathema sit.” (4) It is on this ground also, that the mem- 
bers of that Church argue the superiority of the sacraments of the New Testament to those of 
the Old; the latter having been effectual only ex opere operantis, from the piety and faith of 
the persons receiving them, while the former confer grace ex opere operato, from their own 
intrinsic virtue, and an immediate physical influence upon the mind of the receiver. 

The first great objection td this statement is, that it has even no pretence ofauthority from 
Scripture, and grounds itself wholly upoh the alleged traditions of the Church of Rome, which, 
in fact, are just what successive inventors of superstitious practices have thought proper to 
make them. The second is, that it is decidely anti-scriptural ; for as the only true notion of 
a sacrament is, that it is the sign and seal of a covenant ; and as the saving benefits of the 
covenant of grace are made expressly to depend upon a true faith; the condition of grace 
being made by the Church of Rome the act of receiving a sacrament independent of true faith 
she impudently rejects the great condition of salvation as laid down in God’s word, and sets 
up in its place another of an opposite kind by mere human authority. ‘The third is, that it 
debases an ordinance of God from a rational service into a mere charm, disconnected with 
every mental exercise, and working its effect physically, and not, morally. "The fourth is its 
licentious tendency; for as a very large class of'sins is by the Romish Church allowed to be 


(2) Article 25th of the Church of England. — (3) Conc. Trid. Can, 11. (4) Cone. Tria, Sess. vii, Can. 8. 
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venial, and nothing but a mortal sin can prevent the recipient of the sacrament from receiving 
the grace of God ; men may live in the pence of all these venial offences, and consequently 
in an unrenewed habit of soul, and yet be assured of the Divine favour, and of eternal salva- 
tion; thus again boldly owns = the whole tenor of the New Testament. Finally, 
whatever privileges the sacraments a desjened to confer, all of them are made by this doc- 
trine to depend, not upon the state of the receiver’s mind, but upon the “intention” of the 
administrator, who, if not intending to impart the physical virtue to the elements, renders: 
‘the sacrament of no avail to the t, although -he performs all the external acts of the 
ceremony. - sis, : * sspalani da } oat” ST see CLS 

- The opposite opinion to this gross and unholy doctrine is that maintained by Socines, and 


adopted generally by his followers: to which also the notions of some orthodox Protestants 
have too carelessly leaned. The view taken on the subject of the saeraments by such persons 
is, | hey differ not essentially from other rites and ceremonies of religion; but that their 


rity consists in their emblematic character, under which they represent what is spiritual 
visible, and are memorials of past events. Their sole use therefore is to cherish pious 
sentiments, by leading the mind to such meditations as are adapted to excite them. Some also 

add, that they are the badges of a Christian profession, and the instituted means by which 
~ Christians testify their faith in Christ. = il ” 

‘The fault of ihe Popish opinion is superstitious excess; the fault of the latter scheme is that 

of defect. The sacraments are emblematical; they are adapted to excite pious sentiments; 
they are memorials, at least the Lord’s Supper bears this character; they are badges of pro- 
fession ; they are the appointed means for declaring our faith in Christ ; and so far is this view 
superior to the Popish doctrine, that it elevates the sacraments from the base and degrading. 
character of a charm and incantation, to that of a spiritual and reasonable service, and mstead 
of making them substitutes for faith and good works, renders them subservient to both. 

But if the sacraments are federal rites, that is, if they are covenant transactions, they must: 
have a more extensive and a deeper import than this. view of the subject conveys. If circum- 
cision was “a token,” and “a seal” of the covenant by whieh God engaged to justify men by 
faith, then, as we shall subsequently show, since Christian baptism came im its place, it has. 
precisely the same office; if the passover was a sign, a pledge or seal, and subsequently a. 
memorial, then these characters will belong to the Lord’s Supper ; the relation of which to the 
“New Testament,” or Covenant, “in the blood” of our Saviour, is expressly stated by him- 
self. What is the import of the terms sign and seal, will be hereafter considered; but. it is 
enough here to suggest them, to show that the second opinion above stated loses sight of these 
peculiarities, and is therefore defective. é 

The third opinion may be stated in the words of the formularies of several Protestant 
Churches, , be : } 

The Heidelberg Catechism has the following question and reply :— 

“What are the sacraments?” 

“They are holy visible signs and seals ordained by God for this end, that he may more 
fully declare and seal by them the promise of his Gospel unto us; to wit, that not only unto. 
all believers in general, but unto each of them in particular, he freely giveth remission of sins 
and life eternal, upon the account of that only sacrifice of Christ, which he accomplished upon. 
the cross.” ° 

The Church of England, in her Twenty-fifth Article, thus expresses herself:— 

« Sacraments ordained of Christ be not only badges or tokens of Christian men’s profession, 
but rather they be sure witnesses, and effectual signs of grace, and God’s will toward us, by . 
the which he doth work invisibly in us, and doth not only quicken, but also strengthen and 
confirm our faith in him.” 

The Church of Scotland, in the one hundred and sixty-second Question of her Larger 
Catechism, asks, 

“What is a sacrament ?” and replies :— De. 

“A sacrament is a holy ordinance, instituted by Christ in his church, to signify, seal, and 
exhibit, unto those within the covenant of grace, the benefits of his mediation ; to strengthen 
and increase their faith, and all other graces; to oblige them to obedience; to testify and 
cherish their love and communion one with another; and to distinguish them from those that 
are without.” : 

In all these descriptions of a sacrament, terms are employed of just and weighty meaning, 
which will subsequently require notice. Generally it may, however, here be observed, that 
they all assume that there is in this ordination an express institution of God ; that there is this 
essential difference between them and every other symbolical ceremony, that they are seals as 
wéll as signs, that is, that they afford pledges on the part, of God of grace and salvation ; that 
as a covenant has two parties, our external acts in receiving the sacraments are indications of 
certain states and dispositions of our mind with regard to God’s covenant, without which none 
can have a personal participation in its benefits, and so the sacrament is useless where these 
are not found; that there are words of institution ;~and a promise also by which the sign and 
the thing signified are connected together. ‘ 

The covenant of which they are the seals, is that called by the Heidelberg Catechism, “the 
promise of the Gospel ;” the import of which is, that God giveth freely to every one that 
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believeth. remission of sins, with all spiritual blessings, and “life eternal naly uv B she pani , of 
that only sacrifice of Christ which he accomplished upon the cross.” it es ae &. 
_ As siens, they are visible and symbolical expositions of what. the z of 
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and promise 
. to the Sorbus: isheh 


to us by God’s own truth and faithfulness in his word, (which is the maix 
in his mercy,) and by his indwelling Spirit by which we are “sealed,” and 
“the earnest” of our heavenly inheritance. This is done by an external and vis 
so that God has added these ordinances to the promises of his word, no 
merciful purpose toward us in Christ to mind, but constantly to assure oe hose who 
in him shall be and are made partakers of his grace. These ordinance re a pledge to them, 
that Christ and his benefits are theirs, while they are required, at the same'tim: , by fai h, as 
well as by the visible sign, to signify their compliance with his covenant, meas be called 
“setting to their seal.” “The sacraments are God’s seals, as they are ordinances ; iven by 
him for the confirmation of our faith that he would be our covenant God; and they are our 
seals, or we set our seal thereunto, when we visibly profess that we give up ourselves haste 
to be his people, and, in the exercise of a true faith, look to be partakers of the bens whi 
Christ hath purchased, according to the terms of the covenant.” (5) aes ee Ry 
The passage quoted from the Heidelberg Catechism has a clause whieh is of great import- 
ance in explaining the design of the sacraments. They are “visible signs and seals ordained 
by God for this end, that he may more fully declare, and seal by them the promise of his — 
Gospel unto us, to wit, that not only unto all believers in general, but to eachiof them in particular, 
he freely giveth remission of sins and life eternal, upon the account of that only sacrifice of 
Christ, which he accomplished upon the cross.” For it is to be remarked that the adminis- 
tration is to particular individuals separately, both in Baptism and the Lord’s Supper,—“ Take, 
eat,” “drink ye all of this;” so that the institution of the sign and seal of the covenant, and 
the acceptance of this sign and seal is a solemn transaction between God:and each individual. 
From which it follows, that to every one to whom the sign is exhibited, a seal and pledge of the 
invisible grace is also given; and every individual who draws near with . true heart and full 
assurance of faith, does in his own person enter into God’s covenant, and to him ir ‘particular 
that covenant stands firra. He renews it also in every sacramental act, the repetition of which 
is appointed ; and being authorized by a divine and standing institution thus to put in his 
claim to the full grace of the covenant, he receives thereby continual assurances of the love an 
faithfulness of a God who changes not; but exhibits the same signs and pledges of the same 
"covenant of grace, to the constant acceptance of every individual believer throughout all the 
ages of his church, which is charged with the ministration of these sacred symbols of his mercy 
tomankind, ‘This is an important and most encouraging circumstance. oma e : 
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he ¢ a aly 
-. Tue obligation of baptism rests upon the example of our Lord, who, by his disciples, bag 
tized many that by his discourses and miracles were brought to profess faith in fini the 
Messias ;—upon his solemn command to his Apostles after his resurrection, “Go and teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” _ 
Matt. xxviii, 19." And upon the practice of the Apostles themselves, who thus showed that 
they did not understand baptism, like our Quakers, in a mystical sense. . Thus St: Peter, in « 
his sermon upon the day of Pentecost, exhorts, “Repent and -be baptized every one of you, in 
aE name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the Holy Ghost,” 
cts ii, 38. : : ARR ES oR 
| As to this sacrament, which has occasioned endless and various controversies, three things 


. . . 3 . . : 3 
require examination,—its NATURE; Its SUBJECTS; and itsMODE. 
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‘ta S NATURE. — he Romanists, < n_as to the efficacy 
ee ments, consider baptism admi aving a good intention, as of itself 
lying the nerits of Christ to the perso 
essary to salvation, and they 1 
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are, however, words of 
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with his Holy Spirit,” probably using the term regeneration in the same large sense as 
al of the ancient Fathers, and not in its modern theological interpretation, which is more 


ons 3, while the Socinians regard it as a mere mode of professing the religion of Christ. 
m indee as calculated to produce a he effect upon those who sub- 
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The first engagement in it was, that God would “greatly bless” Abraham ; which promise, 


remission of sins, and the sanctification-of our nature, as well as with a visible church state. 
It is even used to express the felicitous state of the church in heaven, Rev. xxi, 3. The 
’ final engagement in the Abrahamic covenant, was, that in Abraham’s ‘seed, all the nations 
_ of the earth should be blessed ;” and this blessing, We are expressly taught by St. Paul, was 
nothing less than the justification of all nations, that is, of all elievers in all nations, by faith 
in Christ:—“ And the Seripture, foreseeing. that God would justify the Heathen by faith, 
reached before the Gospel to Abraham, saying, In thee shall all nations be blessed. So 
en they who are of faith, are blessed with believing Abraham,” they receive the same bless- 
ing, justification, by the same means, faith, wii in, 8, 9. 
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This covenant with Abraham, therefore, although it respected a natural seed, Isaac, from 
who lerous progeny was to spring ; and an cee 8 inheritance provided for this issue, 
the | and f ith the descendants of-Isaac, through 


Canaan; and a special covenant-relation wit 


~ the line of Jacob, to whom Jehovah was to be ‘a God,” visibly and specially, and they a 
~ visible and “peculiar people ;” yet was, under all these temporal, earthly, and external 


? . . 

advantages, but a higher and spiritual grace embodying itself under these circumstances, as 
types of a dispensation of salvation and eternal life, to all who should follow the faith of . 

braham, whose justification before God was the pattern of the justification of every man, 
whether Jew or Gentile, in all ages. ness isd : i Ee aE MR ea 

Now, of this covenant, in its spiritual as well as in its temporal provisions, eireumersion 
was most certainly the sacrament, that is, the ‘‘sign” and the ‘‘ seal ;” for St. Paul thus 
explains the case: ‘And he received the sien of circumcision, a sEaL of the righteousness 
of the faith which he had yet being uncircumcised.” And as this rite was enjoined upon 
Abraham’s posterity, so that every “uncircumcised man child whose flesh of his foreskin 
was not circumcised on the eighth day,” was te be “cut off from his people,” by the special 
judgment of God, and that because “he had broken God’s covenant,” Gen. xvii, 14, it there- 


fore follows that this rite was a constant publication of God’s covenant of grace among the 


descendants of Abraham, and its repetition a continual confirmation of that covenant, on the 


‘part of God, to all practising it in that faith of which it was the ostensible expression. 


As the covenant of grace made with Abraham was bound up with temporal promises and 
privileges, so circumcision was a sign and seal of the covenant 1n both its parts,—its spiritual — 
and its temporal, its superior and inferior, provisions. The spiritual promises of the covenant 
continued unrestricted to all the descendants of Abraham, whether by Isaac or by Ishmael ; 
and still lower down, to the descendants of Esau as well as to those of Jacob. Circumcision 
was practised among them all by virtue of its Divine institution at first; and was extended 
to their foreign servants, and to proselytes, as well as to their children ; and wherever the 
sign of the covenant of grace was by divine appointment, there it was as a seal of that cove- 
nant, to all who believingly used it; for we read of no restriction of its spiritual blessings, 
that is, its saving engagements, to one line of descent from Abraham only. But over the 
temporal branch of the covenant, and the external religious privileges arising out of it; God 
exercised a rightful sovereignty, and expressly restricted them first’to the line of Isaac, and 
then to that of Jacob, with whose descendants he entered into special covenant by the ministry 
of Moses. The temporal blessings and external privileges comprised under general expres- 
sions in the covenant with Abraham, were explained and enlarged under that of Moses, while 
the spiritual blessings remained unrestricted as before. ‘This was probably the reason why 
circumcision was reénacted under the law of Moses. It was.a confirmation of the temporah 
blessings of the Abrahamic covenant, now, by a covenant of peculiarity, madé over to them, 
while it was still recognised as a consuetudinary rite which had descended to-them from. their 
fathers, and as the sign and seal of the covenant of grace, made with Abraham and with 
all his descendants without exception. This double reference of circumcision, both to the 
authority of Moses and to thatof the patriarchs, is found in the words of our Lord, John 
vii, 22: “Moses therefore gave unto you circumcision, not: because it is. of Moses, but of the 
fathers ;” or, as it is better translated by Campbell, “Moses instituted circumcision among 
you, (not that it is from Moses, but. from the patriarchs,) and ye circumcise on, the Sabbath. 
If on the Sabbath a child receive circumcision, that the law of Moses may not be violated,” &c. 

From these observations, the controversy ia the Apostolic churches respecting circumcision 
will derive much elucidation. és 

The covenant with Abraham prescribed circumcision as an act of faith in its promises, and 
a pledge [to perform its conditions] [on the part of his descendants.] But the object on 
which this faith rested, was “the seed of Abraham,” in whom the nations of the earth were 
to be blessed: which seed, says St. Paul, ‘is Christ ;’—Christ as promised, not yet come. 
When. the Christ had come, so as fully to enter upon his redeeming offices, he could no longer 
be the object of faith, as still to come; and this leading promise of the covenant being accom- 
plished, the sign and seal of it vanished away. Nor could circumcision be continued in this 
view, by any, without an implied denial that Jesus was the Christ,the expected seed of 
Abraham. Circumcision also as an institution of Moses, who continued it as the sign and’ 
seal of the Abrahamic covenant both in its spiritual and temporal provisions, but with respect 
to the latter made it also the gign and seal of the restriction of its temporal blessings and 
peculiar religious privileges to the descendants of Israel, was terminated by the entrance of 
our’ Lord upon his office of Mediator, in which office all nations were to be blessed in him. 
The Mosaic edition of the covenant not-only guaranteed the land of Canaan, but the pecu- 
liarity of the Israelites, as the people and visible church of God to the exclusion of others, 
except by proselytism. But when our Lord commanded the Gospel to be preached to “alk 
nations,” and opened the gates of the “common salvation” to all, whether Gentiles or Jews, 
circumcision, as the sign of a covenant of peculiarity and religious distinction, was done away ° 
also. It had not only no reason remaining, but the continuance of the rite involved the recog 
nition of exclusive privileges which had been terminated by Christ. 

This will explain the views of the Apostle Paul on this great question. He declares that 


in Christ there is neither circumcision nor uncircumcision; that neither circumcision availeth 
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any thing, nor uncircumcision, but “faith that worketh by love ;” faith in the seed of Abra- 
ham already come and already engaged in his mediatorial and redeeming work ; faith, by 
virtue of which the Gentiles came into the church of Christ on the same terms as the Jews 
themselves, and were justified and saved. The doctrine of the non-necessity of circumcision, 
he applies to the Jews as well as to the Gentiles, although he specially resists the attempts of — 
the Judaizers to impose this rite upon the Gentile converts; in which he was supported by . 
the decision of the Holy Spirit when the appeal upon this question was made to “ the Apos- 
tes and elders at Jerusalem,” from the church at Antioch. At the same time it is clear that 
he takes two different views of the practice of circumcision, as it was continued among man 
of the first Christians. The first is that strong one which is expressed in. Gal. v, 2-4, 
“Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing ; for 1 
testify again to every man that is circumcised, that he is a debtor to do the whole law. Christ 
is become of no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the law, ye are fallen from 
race.” ‘The second is that milder view which he himself must have had when he circumcised 
imothy to render him more acceptable to the Jews; and which also appears to have led him 
to abstain from all allusion to. this practice when writing his Epistle to the believing Hebrews, 
although many, perhaps most of them, continued to circumcise their children, as did the Jew- 
ish Christians for along time afterward. These different views of circumcision, held by the 
same person, may be explained by considering the different principles on which circumcision 
might be practised after it had become an obsolete ordinance. 

1. It might be taken in the simple view of its first institution, as the sign and seal of the 
Abrahamic covenant ; and then it was to be condemned as involving a denial that Abraham’s 
seed, the Christ, had already come, since, upon his coming, every old covenant gave place to 
the new covenant introduced by him. : ed 

2. It might be practised and enjoined as the sign and séal of the Mosaic covenant, which 
was still the Abrahamic covenant with its spiritual blessings, but with restriction of its tem- 
poral promises and special ecclesiastical privileges to the line of Jacob, with a law of observ- 
ances which was obligatory upon all entering that covenant by circumcision. In that case it 
involved, in like manner, the notion of the continuance of an old covenant, after the establish- 
ment of the new; for thus St. Paul states the case in Gol. iii, 19, “Wherefore then serveth — 
the law? It was added because of transgressions until THE Sixv should come.” ~ After that 
therefore it had no effect :—it had waxed old, and had vanished away. 4 

3. Again: Circumcision might imply an obligation to observe all the ceremonial usages and 
the moral precepts of the Mosaic law, along with a general belicf in the mission of Christ, as 
necessary to justification before God. This appears to have been the view of those among 
the Galatian Christians who submitted to-circumcision, and of the Jewish teachers who 
enjoined it upon them; for St. Paul in that epistle constantly joins circumcision with legal 
observances, and as involving an obligation to do “the whole law,” in order to justification. 
“I testify again to every man that is circumcised that he is a debtor to do THE WHOLE 
LAw ; whosoever of you are justified by the law, ye are fallen from grace.” “Knowing that 
a man is not justified by the works of the law, but by the faith of our Lord Jesus Christ,” Gal. 
li, 16. To all persons therefore practising circumcision in this view it was obvious, thas, 
“Christ was become of none effect,” the very principle of justification by faith alone in him 
was renounced, even while his divine mission was still admitted. : 

4. But there are two grounds on which circumcision may be conceived to have been inno- 
cently, though not wisely, practised among the Christian Jews. The first was that of pre- 
serving an ancient national distinction on which they valued themselves; and were a con- 
verted Jew in the present day disposed to perform that rite upon his children for this purpose 
only, renouneing in the act all consideration of it as a sign and seal of the old covenants, or as 
obliging to ceremonial acts in order to justification, no one would censure him with severity. 
It appears clear that it was under some such view that St. Paul circumcised Timothy, whose 
mother was a Jewess; he did it because of “the Jews which were in those quarters,” that is, 
because of their national prejudices, “for they knew that his father was a Greek.” _The 
second was a lingering notion, that, even in the Christian church, the Jews who believed 
would still retain some degree of eminence, some superior relation to God; a notion which, 
however unfounded, was not one which demanded direct rebuke, when it did not proudly 
refuse spiritual communion with the converted Gentiles, but was held by men who “rejoiced 
that God had granted to the Gentiles repentance unto life.” These considerations may 
account for the silence of St. Paul on the subjeet of circumcision in his Epistle to the Hebrews, 
Some of them continued to practise that rite, but they were probably believers of the class 
just mentioned ; for had he thought that the rite was continued among them on any principle 
which affected the fundamental doctrines of Christianity, he would no doubt have, been 
equally prompt and fearless in pointing out that apostasy from Christ which was implied in 
it, as when he wrote to the Galatians. : , 

Not only might circumcision be practised with views so opposite that one might be wholly 
innucent. although an infirmity of prejudice; the other such as would involve a rejection of 
the doctrine of justification by faith in Christ ; but some other Jewish observances also stood 
in the same circumstances. St. Paul, in his Epistle to the Galatians, a part of his writings 
from which we obtain the most information on these questions, grounds his ‘‘ doubts” whether 
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the members of that ipttusch were not seeking to be “ poe by the law,” upon their observ- 
ing “days, and months, and times, and years.” Had he done more than “ doubt,” he would 
have expressed himselé more positively. He saw their danger on this point; he saw that 
they were taking steps to this fatal result, by such an observance of these “days,” &c, ad 
a strong leaning and dangerous approach to that dependence upon them for justification, 
which would destroy their faith in Christ’s solely sufficient sacrifice; but his very doubting, 
not of the fact of their being addicted to these observances, but of the animus with which t 
regarded them, supposes it possible, however dangerous this Jewish conformity might b a 
that they might be observed for reasons which would still consist with their entire reliance 
upon the merits of Christ for salvation. Even he himself, strongly as he resisted the impo- _ 
sition of this conformity to Jewish customs upon the converts to Christianity as a. mater of 
necessity, yet in practice must have conformed to many of them, when no sacrifice of prin- 
ciple was understood ; for, in order to gain the Jews, he became ‘as a Jew.” 
‘From these observittions, which have been somewhat digressive, we return to observe that 
not only was the Abrahamic covenant, of which circumcision was the sign and seal, a cove- 
nant of grace, but that when this covenant in its ancient form was done away in Christ, then 
the old sign and seal peculiar to that form was by consequence abolished. If then baptism 
be not the initiatory sign and seal of the same covenant in its new and perfect form, as circum- 
cision was of the old, this new covenant has no such initiatory rite or sacrament at all; since 
the Lord's Supper is not initiatory, but, like the sa rifices of old, is of regular and habitual 
observance. Several passages of Scripture, and the very nature of the ordinance of baptism, 
will, however, show that baptism is to'the new covenant what circumcision was o the old, 
and took its place by the appointment of Christ, ac ph 
This may be twgued from our Lord’s commission to his Apostles, “Go ye therefore and) 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
G host, teaching them to observe all things, whatsoever I fe. somite you,” Matt. xxvii, 
19, 20. “Go ye into all the world, and preach the Gospel to-<véry creature ; he that believeth 


phe fie shall be saved,” Mark xvi, 15, 16. tS 

; o understand the force of these words of our Lord, it must be observed, that the gate of 
the common sention/ ee now for the first time gomg to be opened to the Gentile 
rations: - He himself had declared that in his personal ministry he was not sent’ but to “ the 

lost phe of the house of Israel ;” and he had restricted his disciples in ike manner, not only 

from minis 


Steririg to the Gentiles, but from entering any city of the Samaritans. By what 
‘means therefore were’ “all nations” now to be brought into the church of God, which from 
henceforth was most truly to be catholic or universal? Plainly, by baptizing them that 
believed the “good news,” and accepted the terms of the new covenant. This is apparent 
from the very words; and thus was baptism expressly made the initiatory rite, by which 
believers of “all nations” were to be introduced into the church and covenant of grace; an 
office in Which it manifestly took the place of eircumeision, which heretofore, even from the 
time of Abraham, had been the only initiatory rite into the same covenant. Moses reénacted 
circumcision; our Lord not only does nof reénact it, but, on the contrary, he appoints another 
mode of entrance into the covenant in its new and perfected form, and. that so expressly as to 
amount to a formatenbrogation of ‘the ancient sign, and the putting of baptism in its place. 
The same argument may be maintained from the words of our Lord to Nicodemus, “ Except 
a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” By the 
kingdom of God, our Lord, no doubt, in the highest sense, means the future state-of felicity ; 
but he uses this phrase to express the state of his church on earth, which is the gate to that — 
celestial kingdom; and generally indeed speaks of ‘his church on earth-under this mode of 
expression, rather than of the heavenly state. If then he declares that no one can ‘‘ enter” 
into that church but by being “born of water and of the Holy Spirit,” which heavenly gift 
followed upon baptism when received in true faith, he clearly makes baptism. the mode of 
initiation into his church in this passage as in the last quoted; and in both he assigns to it the 
same, office as circumcision in the church of the Old Testament, whether in its Patriarchal or 
Mosaic form. _ 3 
A farther proof that baptism has precisely: the same. federal and initiatory character as 
circumcision, and that it was instituted for the same ends, and in its. place; is found in Colos- ' 
sians ii, 10-12, “And ye are complete in him, which is the head of all principality and 
power ; in whom also ye are circumcised with the circumcision made without hands, in putting 
off the body of the sins of the flesh, by the circumeision of Christ, buried with him in baptism,” 
&c, Here baptism is also made the initiatory rite of the new dispensation, that by which the 
Colossians were joined to Christ ix whom they are said to be “‘complete ;” and so certain is it 
that baptism has the same office and import now as circumcision formerly,—with this differ- 
ence only, that the object of faith was then future, and now it is Christ as come,—that the 
Apostle expressly calls baptism “the circumcision of Christ,” the circumcision instituted by 
him, which phrase he puts out of the reach of frivolous criticism, by adding exegetically,— 
“buried with him in baptism.” For unless the Apostle here calls baptism “the circumcision 
of Christ,” he asserts that we “put off the body of the sins of the flesh,” that is, become new 
creatures by virtue of our Lord’s own personal circumcision; but if this be absuid, then the 
only reason for which he ean call baptism “the circumcision of Christ,” or Christian circum- 
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cision, is, that it has taken the place of the Abrahamic circumcision, and fulfils the same office 
of introducing believing men into God’s covenant, and entitling them to the enjoyment of 
‘spiritual blessings. ip ; 
~~" Bat let us also quote Gal. iii, 27-29, “For as many of you as have been baptized into 
Christ, have put on Christ; there is neither Jew nor Gentile, there is neither bond nor free, 
‘there is neither male nor female, for ye are all one in Christ Jesus ; and if ye are Christ’s,” 
‘by thus being “baptized,” and by “putting on” Christ, “then are ye Abraham’s seed, and 
heirs aecording to the promise.” ; ways ; 
The ment here is also decisive. It cannot be denied that it was by circumcision 
believinely submitted to, that “strangers” or Heathens, as well as Jews, became the spiritual 
seed of Abraham,” and “heirs” of the same spiritual and heavenly “promises.” But the. 
0 in this passage is ascribed to-baptism also believingly submitted to; and the con- 
clusion is therefore inevitable. ‘The same te cay ee of each rite is here also strongly 
marked, as well as that the covenant is the same, although under a different mode of adminis- 
tration. th no other way could circumcision avail any thing under the Abrahamic covenant, 
than as it was that visible act by which God’s covenant to justify men by faith in the promised 
seed was accepted by them. It was therefore a part of a federal transaction ; that outward 
act which he who offered a covenant engagement so gracious required as a solemn declaration 
of the acceptance of the covenanted grace upon the covenanted conditions. It was thus that 
the Abrahamic covenant was offered to the acceptance of all who heard it, and thus that they 
were to a their acceptance of it: In the same manner there is a standin’ offer of the 
same Covi ant of mercy Tnetier the Gospel is preached. ‘The “good news” which it con- 
tains is that of a promise, an engagement, a covenant on the part of God to remit sin, and to 
save all that believe in Christ. To the covenant in this new form he also requires a visible 
and formal act of acceptance, which act when expressive of the required faith makes us par- 
ties to the covenant, and entitles us through the faithfulness of God to its benefits. “He that 
believeth and is baptized shall be saved ;” or, as in'the passage before us, “As many of you as _ 
have been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ ; and if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abra-_ 
ham’s seed, and heirs according to the promise.” 3 ‘ # iE epi: 
We have the same view of baptism as an act of covenant acceptance, and as it relates to — 
God’s gracious engagement to justify the ungodly by faith in his Son, in 1 Ahe often quoted 
passage in 1 Peter iii, 20, “ Which sometime were disobedient, when ones the long suffering 
of God waited in the days of Noah, while the ark was preparing, wherein few, that is, eight 
souls were saved by water. 'The-like-figure-whereunto even baptism doth also now save us; 
(not the putting away the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience toward God,) 
by the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” F E 4 3 
When St. Peter calls baptism the “figure,” avriruxov, the antitype of the transaction by 
which Noah and his family were saved from perishing with the ungodly and unbelieving 
world, he had doubtless in mind the faith of Noah, and that under the same view as the 
Apostle Paul, in Heb. xi, “By faith Noah, being warned of God of things not seen as yet, 
moved with fear, prepared an ark to the saving of his house; by the which” act of faith 
“he condemned the world, and became heir of the righteousness which is by faith ;” an expres- 
sion of the same import as if he had said, “by which act of faith he was justified before God.” 
It has been already explained in another place (6) in what way Noah’s preparing of the ark, 
and his faith in the Divine promise of preservation, were indicative of his | aving that direct 
faith in the Christ to come, of which the Apostle Paul discourses in the eleventh of the 
Hebrews, as that which characterized “all the elders,” and by which they obtained their 
“ good report” in the church. ‘His preservation and that of his family was so involved in the 
fulfilment of the more ancient promise respecting the seed of the woman, and the deliverance 
of man from the power of Satan, that we are warranted to conclude that his faith in the pro- 
mise respecting his own deliverance from the deluge, was supported by his faith in that 
greater promise, which must have fallen to the ground had. the whole race perished without 
exception, His building of the ark, and entering into 1t with his family, are therefore con- 
sidered, by St. Paul, as the visible expression of his faith in the ancient promises of God 
respecting Messiah; and for this reason baptism is called by St, Peter, thout any allegory 
at all, but in the sobriety of fact “ the antitype” of this transaction; the dne exactly answer- 
ing to the other, as ai external expression of faith in the same eerie and the same promises. 
ut the Apostle does not rest in this general representation. Ele proceeds to express, In a 
particular and most forcible manner, the nature of Christian baptism,—‘“not the putting 
away of the filth of the flesh; but the answer of a good conscience toward God, by the 
resurrection of Jesus Christ.” Now, whether we take the word srepwrmpa, rendered in our 
translation “answer,” for a demand or requirement ; or for the answer to a question or ques- 
tions; or in the sense of stipulation ; the general import of the passage 1s nearly the same. If 
the first, then the meaning-of the Apostle is, that baptism is not the putting away the filth of 
the flesh, not a mere external ceremony ; but-a rite which demands or requires something of 
us, in order to the attainment of a “good conscience.” What that is, we learn from the 
words of our Lord: it is faith in Christ; “He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved ;” 


‘ (6) Chap. xxii, p. 406. 
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- which faith is the reliance of a penitent upon the atonement of the Saviour, who thus submits 
with all gratitude and truth to the terms of the evangelical covenant. If we take the second 
sense, we must lay aside the notion of some lexicographers and commentators, who think that _ 
there is an allusion to the ancient practice of demanding of the candidates for baptism, 
whether they renounced their sins, and the service of Satan, with other questions of the 
same import ; for, ancient as these questions may be, they are probably not so ancient as the 
time of the Apostle. _We know however, from the instance of Philip and the eunuch, that 
there was an explicit requirement of faith, and as explicit an answer or confession: “ And 
Philip said, If thow believest with all thy heart, thou mayest ; and he answered, I believe that. 
Jesus is the Son of God.” Every administration of baptism indeed implied this demand ; 
and baptism, if we understand St. Peter to refer to this circumstance, was such an “ answer” 
to the interrogations of the administrator, as expressed a true and evangelical faith. If we 
take the third rendering of “ stipulation” which has less to support it critically than either of 
the others, still as the profession of faith was a condition of baptism, that profession had the 
full force of a formal stipulation, since all true faith in Christ requires an entire subjection to 

him as Lord, as well as Saviour. Beh? ; 
~ Upon this passage, however, a somewhat clearer light may be thrown, by understanding 


_ the word pone in the sense of that which asks, requires, seeks, something beyond itself. 
om. 


"The verb which it is derived signifies to ask, or require ; but smeowrnya occurs no where 
else in the New Testament; and but once.in the version of the Seventy, Dan. iv, 17, where, 
however, it i8 used so as to be fully illustrative of the meaning of St. Peter. Nebuchadnezzar 
was to be humbled by being driven from men to associate with the beasts of the field ; and 
the vision in which this was represented, concludes, ‘This matter is by the decree of the 
watchers, and the demand, ro sepwrnya, by the word of the holy ones, to the intent that the 
living may know, wa yvéewv oc Gwrres, that the Most High ruleth in the kingdom of men.” 
The Chaldaic word, like the Greek, is from a verb which signifies to ask, to require, and may 
be equally expressed by the word petitio, which is the rendering of the Vulgate, or by postu- 
latum. here was an end, an “ intent,” for which the humbling of the Babylonian king was 

i eid “by the word of the holy ones” that, by the signal punishment of the greatest earthly 

~monarch, “the living might know that the Most High eoleth. in the kingdom of men.” In hike 
manner baptism has an end, an “intent,” “not the putting away the filth of the flesh,” but 
obtaining “a good conscience toward God;” ‘and it requires, claims, this good conscience, 
through that faith in Christ whereof cometh remission of sins, the cleansing of the “conscience 
from dead works,” and those supplies of supernatural aid by which, in future, men may “live 
in all good conscience before God.” It is thus that we see how St. Peter preserves the cor- 
yespondence between the act of Noah in preparing the ark as an act of faith by which he was 
justified, and the avt of submitting to Christian baptism, which is also obviously an act of 
faith, in order to the remission of sins, or the obtaining a good conscience before God. This 
is farther strengthened by his immediately adding, “by the resurrection of Jesus Christ :” 
A clause which our translators, by’the use of a parenthesis, connect with “baptism doth also 
now save us ;” so that their meaning is, we are saved by baptism through the resurrection of 
Jesus Christ; and as he “rose again for our justification,” this sufficiently shows the true 
sense of the Apostle, who, by our being ‘‘saved,” clearly means our being justified by faith. 

The text however needs no parerthesis, and the true sense may be thus expressed: “'The 
antitype to which water of the flood, baptism, doth now save us; not the puttin away of 
the filth of the flesh, but that which intently seeks a good conscience toward God, through 
faith in the resurrection of Jesus Christ.”. But howgver a particular word may be disposed 
of, the whole passage can only be consistently taken to teach us, that baptism is the outward 
sign of our entrance into God’s covenant of mercy; and that when it is an act of true faith 
it becomes an instrument of salvation, like that act of faith in Noah, by which, when moved 
with fear, he “prepared an ark to:the saving of his house,” and survived the destruction of 


an unbelieving world. 


From what has been said it will then follow, that the Abrahamic covenant and the Christian 
covenant is the same gracious engagement on the part of God to show mercy to man, and to 
bestow upon him eternal life, through faith in Christ as the true sacrifice for sin, differing only 
in circumstances; and that as the sign and seal of this covenant under the Old dispensation | 
was cireumeision, under the New it is baptism, which has the same federal character _per- 
forms the same initiatory office, and is instituted by the same authority. For none could have 
authority to lay aside the appointed seal, but the Being who first.instituted it who changed 
the form of the covenant itself, and who has in fact abrogated the old seal by the appomt- 
ment of another, even baptism, which is made obligatory upon “all nations to whom the 
Conpel is preached, and is” to continue to “the end of the world.” 

This argument is mufienty extended to show that the Antipedobaptist writers have in 
vain endeavoured to prove that baptism has not been appointed 1n the room of circumcision : 
a point on which, indeed, they were bound to employ all their strength; for, the substitution 
of baptism for circumcision being established, one‘of their main objections to infant baptism 
as we shall just now show, is rendered wholly nugatory. ; 
_ But it is not enough, in stating the nature of the ordinance of Christian baptism. to consider 
it generally as an act by which man enters into God’s covenant of grace. Under this general 
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view several particulars are contained, which it is of great importance rightly to understand. 
Baptism, both as a sign and seal, presents an entire correspondence with the ancient rite of 
circumcision. Let it then be considered, i y oe, 
1. As a sien. Under this view, circumcision indicated, by a visible and continued rite, the 
placability of God toward his sinful vreatures ; and held out the promise of justification, by faith 
alone, to every truly penitent offender. It went farther, and was the sign of sanctification, or 
the taking away, the pollution of sin, “the superfiuity of naughtiness,” as well as the pardon 
of actual offences, and thus was the visible emblem of a regenerate mind, and a renewed life. 
‘This will appear from the following passages: “ For he is not a Jew which is one outwardly in 
the flesh; but he is a Jew which is one inwardly ; and circumcision is that of the heart, in the 
spirit, and not in the letter, whose praise is not of men, but of God,” Rom. ii, 28.“ And the 
Lord thy God will circumcise thine heart, and the heart. of thy seed, to love the Lord thy God 
with all thine heart, and with all thy soul, that thou mayest live,” Deut. xxx, 6. “Circum- 
‘cise yourselves to the Lord, and take away the foreskins of your heart, ye men of Judah, and 
inhabitants of Jerusalem,” Jer. iv, 3. It was the sign also of peculiar relation to God, as his 
people: “Only the Lord had a delight in thy fathers to love them, and he chose their seed 
after therm, even you above all people as it is this day. Circumcise, THEREFORE, the foreskin 
of your heart, and be no more stiff necked,” Deut. x, 15, 16. ia 
In all these respects, baptism, as a sign of the new covenant, corresponds to cirewncision. 
Like that, its administration is a constant exhibition of the placability of God to man; like 
that, it is the initiatory rite into a ‘covenant which promises pardon and salvation to a true 
faith, of which it is the outward profession; like that, it is the symbol of regeneration, the 
washing away of sin, and “the renewing of the Holy Ghost ;” and like that, it is a sign of 
alin relation to God, Christians becoming, in consequence, “a chosen generation, a pecu- 
jar people,”—his “church” on earth, as distinguished from “the world.” “For we,” says 
the Apostle, “are the circumcision,” we are that peculiar people and church now, which was 
formerly distinguished by the sign of circumcision, “who worship God in the spirit, and 
rejoice in Christ Jesus, and have no confidence in the flesh.” : =a 
But as a sign baptism is more than circumcision ; because the covena»*, under its new dis- 
pensation, was not only to offer pardon upon believins, deliverance from the bondage of 
fleshly appetites, and a peculiar spiritual rel=t#2= © God, all of which we find under the Old 
Testament ; but also to bestow the ZZuzy Spirit, in his FuLNEss, upon all believers; and of this 
effusion of “the Power from on High,” baptism was made the visible sign ; and perhaps for 
this, among some other obvious reasons, was substituted for circumcision, because baptism by 
effusion, or pouring, (the New Testament mode of baptizing, as we shall afterward show,) 
‘was a natural symbol of this heavenly gift. _ The baptism of John had special reference to 
the Holy Spirit, which was not to be administered by him, but by Christ who should come 
after him. This gift only honoured John’s baptism once, in the extraordinary case of our 
Lord; but it constantly followed upon the baptism administered by the Apostles of Christ, 
after his ascension, and “ the sending of the promise of the Father.” ‘Then Peter said unto 
them, “Repent, and be baptized every one of you for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive 
the gift of the Holy Ghost,” Acts ii, 17. “ According to his mercy he saved us by the washing 
of regeneration, and the renewing of the Holy Ghost, which he shed” or poured out, “on us 
abundantly through Jesus: Christ.” For this reason Christianity is called “the ministration 
of the Spirit ;” and so far is this from being confined to the miraculous gifts often bestowed in 
the first age of the church, that it is made the standing and prominent test of true Christianity 
to “be led by the Spirit,»—“ If any Man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his.” 
Of this great new covenant blessing, baptism was therefore eminently the sign ; and it repre- 
sented “the pouring out” of the Spirit, “the descending” of the Spirit, the “ falling” of the 
Spirit “upon men,” by the mode in which it was administered, the rourine of water FROM 
ABoyvE upon the subjects baptized. ; ig a os oh 
As a szat also, or confirming sign, baptism answers to circumcision. By the institution of 
the latter, a PLEDGE was constantly given by the Almighty to bestow the spiritual blessings 
of which the rite was the sign, pardon and sanctification through faith in the future seed of 
Abraham ; peculiar relation to Himas “his people;” and the heavenly inheritance. Of the 
same blessings, baptism is also the pledge, along with that higher dispensation of the Holy 
Spirit which it specially represents in emblem. ‘Thus in baptism there is on the part of God 
a visible assurance of his faithfulness to his covenant stipulations. But it is our seal also; it 
is that act by which we make ourselves parties to the covenant, and thus “set to our seal, 
that God is true.” In this respect it binds vs, as,-in the other, Gop mercifully binds himself 
for the stronger assurance of ‘our faith. We pledge ourselves to trust wholly in Christ for 
pardon and salvation, and to obey his laws ;—“ teaching them ‘to observe all things whatso- 
ever I have commanded you:’” in that rite also we undergo a mystical death unto sin, a 
mystical separation from the world, which*St. Paul calls being “ buried with Christ in or by 
baptism ;” and a mystical resurrection to newness of life, through Christ’s resurrection from 
the dead. Thus in circumcision, an obligation of faith in the promises made to Abraham, and 
an obligation to holiness of life, and to the observance of the Divine laws, was contracted ; 
and Moses, therefore, in a passage above quoted, argues from that peculiar visible relation of 
the Israelites to God, produced by outward circumcision, to the duty of circumcising the heart: 
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“The Lord had a delight. in thy fathers to love them, and he chosachieieaiibas-c: them, even 
you above all people; circumcise rHeREFORE the foreskin of your heart,” Deut. x, 15. ‘ui 

If then we bring all these considerations under one.view, we shall find it, sufficiently esta- 
blished that baptism is the sign and seal of the covenant of grace under its perfected dispen- 
sation ;—that it is the grand initiatory act by which we enter into this covenant, in order to 
claim all its spiritual blessings, and to take upon ourselves all its obligations ;—that it was 
appointed by Jesus Christ in a manner which plainly put it in the place. of circumcision ;— 
that it is now the means by which men become Abraham’s spiritual children, and heirs with 
him of the.promise, which was the office of circumcision, until “the seed,” the Messiah, should 
come ;—and_that baptism is therefore expressly called by St. Paul “the circumcision of 
Christ,” or Christian circumcision, in a sense which can only import that baptism has now - 
taken the place of the Abrahamic rite. ; Ly heat. oh 

The only objection of any plausibility which has been urged by Antipzdobaptist write 
against the substitution of baptism for circumcision, is thus bs on by Mr. Booth: “If baptism — 
succeeded in the place of circumcision, how came it that both of them were in full force at the 
same time, that is, from the commencement of John’s ministry to the death of Christ? For 
one thing to come in the room of another, and the latter to hold its. place, is an odd kind of 
succession. Admitting the succession pretended, how came it that Paul circumcised 'Timothy, 
after he had been baptized ?” That circumcision was practised along with baptism from John 
the Baptist’s ministry to the death of Christ may be very readily granted, without affecting 
the question ; for baptism could not be made the sign and seal of the perfected covenant of 
grace, until that covenant was both perfected, and fully explained and proposed for accept- 
ance, which did not take place until after “the blood of the everlasting covenant” was shed, 
and our Lord had opened its full import tothe Apostles who were to publish it “ to all nations” 
after his resurrection, Accordingly we find that baptism was formally made the rite of initia- 
tion into this covenant for the first time, when our Lord gave commission to his disciples to 
“go and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost,”»—“he that believeth and is baptized shall be saved.” John’s baptism was 
upon professtorn-of x. tance, and faith in the speedy appearance of Him who was to baptize 
with the Holy Ghost, ant-fire— ur Lord’s pagent his disciples was administered to 
those Jews that believed on him, as the Wices: Il of whom, like the Apostles, waited for a 
fuller developement of his character and offices. “For-simee the new covenant was not then: 
fully perfected, it could not be proposed in any other way than to prepare them that believed 
in Christ, by its partial but increasing manifestation in the discourses of our Lord, for the full 
declaration both of its benefits and obligations ; which declaration was not made until after 
his resurrection. Whatever the nature and intent of that baptism which our Lord by his 
disciples administered might be, (a point on which we have no information,) like that of John 
it looked to something yet to come, and was not certainly that baptism in the name “of the 
Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” which was afterward instituted as the standing 
initiatory rite into the Chafetian church. As for the circumcision of Timothy, and the practice 
of that rite among many of the Hebrew believers, it has already beemaccounted for. If indeed 
the Baptist writers could show that the Apostles sanctioned the practice of circumcision as a 
seal of the old covenant, either as it was Abrahamic or Mosaic, or both, then there would be 
some force in the argument, that one could not succeed the other, if both wer ‘continued under 
inspired authority. But we have the most decided testimony of the Apostle Paul against any 
such use of circumeision ; and he makes it, when practised in that view, a total abnegation of 
Christ and the new covenant. It follows then, that, when circumcision. was continued by any 
connivance of the Apostles,—and certainly they did nf more than connive at it,—it was prac- 
tised upon some grounds which did not regard it as the seal of any covenant, from national 
custom, or prejudice, a feeling to which the Apostle Paul himself yielded-in the case of 
Timothy. He circumcised him, but not from any conviction of necessity, since he uniformly 
declared circumcision to have vanished away with that dispensation of the covenant of which 
it was the seal through the bringing in of a better hope. cs i ma 

We may here add, that an early Father, Justin Martyr, takes the same view of the substi- 
tution of circumcision by Christian baptism: “We, Gentiles,” Justin observes, “have not 
received that circumcision according to the flesh, but that which is spiritual—and moreover, | 
for indeed we were sinners, we have received this in baptism, through God’s mercy, and it is 
enjoined on all to receive it in like manner.” 

I. The nature of baptism having been thus explained, we may proceed to consider its 
SUBJECTS. ; : 

That believers are the proper subjects of baptism, as they were of cireumcision, is beyond 
dispute. As it would have been a monstrous perversion of circumcision to have administered 
it to any person, being af adult age, who did not believe in the true and living God; and in 
the expected “seed of Abraham,” in whom all nations were toa be blessed; so is faith in 
Christ also an indispensable condition for baptism in all. persons of x ab age: and no 
munister is at liberty to take from the candidate the visible pledge of his acceptance of the 
terms of God’s covenant, unless he has been first taught its nature, promises, and obligations, 
and gives sufficient evidence of the reality of his faith, and the sincerity of his profession of 
obedience... Hence the administration of Des was placed by our Lord only in the hands 
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of those who were ‘to preach the Gospel,” that is, of those who were to declare God’s method 
of saving men-“through faith in Christ,” and to teach them “to observe all things, whatso- 
ever Christ had commanded them.” Circumcision was connected with teaching, and belief 
of the truth taught; and so also is Christian baptism. - 

The question, however, which now idixes consideration is, whether the infant children 
of believing parents are entitled to be made parties to the cdvenant of grace, by the act of 
their parents, and the administration of baptism 2? , SeaF 

In fayour of infant baptism, the following arguments may be adduced. Some of them are 
more direct than others; but the reader will judge whether, taken all together, they do not 
establish this practice of the church, continued to us from the earliest ages, upon the strongest 
basis of SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY. ie e 

1, As it ha een established, that baptism was put by our Lord himself and his Apostles 
in the room of circumcision, as an initiatory rite into the covenant of grace; and as the infant 
children of belieyers under the Old Testament were entitled to the covenant benefits of the 
latter ordinance, and the children of Christian believers are not expressly excluded from 
entering into the same covenant by baptism; the absence of such an explicit exclusion is 
sufficient proof of their title to baptism. 3 Ie 4 ules 

For if the covenant be the same in all its spiritual blessings, and an express chauge was 
made by our Lord in the sign and seal of that coyenant, but no change at all in the subjects of 
it, no one can have a right to carry that-change farther than the Lawgiver himse¥, and to 
exclude the children of believers from entering his covenant. by baptism, when they had 
always been entitled to enter into it by circumcision. This is a censurable interferznce with 
the authority of God; a presumptuous attempt to fashion the new dispensatim in this 
respect so as to conform it to a mere human opinion of fitness and propriety. for to say, 
that, because baptism is directed to be administered to believers when adults are syoken of, it 
follows that children who are not capable of personal faith are excluded from baptsm, is only 
to argue in the same manner as if it were contended, that, because circumcision, vhen adults 
were the subjects, was only to be administered to believers, therefore infants wee excluded 
from that ordimance, which is contrary to the fact. This argument will not certainly exclude 
them from baptism by way of inference, and by no act of the Maker and Medator of the 
covenant are they shut out. : 

2. Tf it had been intended to exclude infants from entering into the new covenant by bap- 
tism, the absence of every prohibitory expression to this effect in the New Testawent, must 
tee dae misleading to all men ; and especially to the Jewish believers. : ag 

. Baptism was no new ordinance when our Lord instituted it, though he gave t) it a par- 
ticular designation. It was in his practice to adapt, in several instances, wha he found 
already established, to the uses of his religion. ‘A parable, for instance, was the Jewish 
mode of teaching. Who taught by parables equal to Jesus Christ? And wha is the most 
distinguished and appropriate rite of his religion, but a service grafted on a pasover custom 
among the Jews of his day? It was not ordained by Moses, that a part of tle bread they 
had used in the passover should be the last thing they ate after that suppe; yet this our 
Lord took as he found it, and conyerted it into a memorial of his body, . 'T'le ‘ cup of bless- 
ing’ has no authority whatever from the original institution ; yet this our Jord found in use, 
and adopted as a memoriai of his blood :—taken together, these elements fam one commemo- 
ration of his. death. Probability, arising to rational certainty, therefor, would lead us to 
infer, that whatever rite Jesus appointed as the ordinance of admissioninto the community 
of his followers, he would also adopt from some service already existig—from some token 
familiar among the people of his nation. ‘i 

“Tn fac! , we know that ‘divers baptisms’ existed under the law, ant we have every reason 
to believe, that the admission of proselytes into the profession of Judasm, was really and truly 
marked by a washing with water in a ritual and ceremonial manne: I have always under- 
stood that Maimonides is perfectly correct when he says, ‘In all «ges, when a Heathen (or a 
stranger by nation) was willing to enter into the covenant of Israel, 2nd gather himself under the 
wings of the majesty of God, and take upon himself the yoke of: thesaw—he must be first circum- 
cised, and secondly BarrizeD, and thirdly bring a sacrifice; or i the party were a woman, then 
she must be first Barrizen, and secondly bring a sacrifice.” Headds, ‘ At this present time when 
(the temple being destroyed) there is no sacrificing, a stranger must be first circwmcised, and 
secondly BAPTIZED.’ Mes. . 

“Dr. Gill, indeed, in his Dissertation on Jewish Proseljte Baptism, has ventured the asser- 
tion, that ‘there is no mention made of any rite or custam of admitting J ewish Proselytes by 
baptism, in any writings or records before the time of John the Baptist, Christ and his Apos- 
tles; nor in any age after them, for the first three or our hundred years; or, however, before 
the writing of the Talmuds.’ But the learned Doctor has not condescended to understand the 
evidence of this fact. It does not rest on the testimony of J ewish records solely; it was in 
circulation among the Heathen, as we learn from the clear and demonstrative testimony of 
Epictetus, who has these words: (he is blaming those who assume the profession of philo- 
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sophy without acting up to it:) ‘Why.do yeh call yourself a Stoic? Why do.you deceive © 


the multitude? Why do you pretend to be a Greek when you are a Jew? a Syrian? an 
Egyptian? And when we see any one wavering, we are wont to say, This is not a Jew but 
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acts one. But when he assumes the sentiments of one who hath been baptized and circumcised, 
then he both really is, and is called, a Jew. Thus we, falsifying our profession, are Jews in 
name, but in reality sqmething else.’ te ae Estas i 

“This practice then of the Jews,—proselyte baptism—was so notorious to the Heathen in 
Italy and in Greece, that it furnished this philosopher with an object of comparison. Now, 
Epictetus lived to be very old: He is placed by Dr. Lardner, A. D. 109, by Le Clerc, A. D. 
104. He could not be less than sixty years of age when he wrote this; and he might obtain 
his information thirty or forty years earlier, which brings it up to the time of the Apostles, 
it ey who could think that the Jews could institute proselyte baptism at the very moment. 
when the Christians were practising baptism as an initiatory rite, are not to be envied for the 
correctness of their judgment. The rite certainly dates much earlier, probably many ages. 
I see no reason for disputing the assertion of Maimonides, notwithstanding Dr. Gill’s rash and. 
fallacious language on the subject.” (7) ae , 

This baptism of proselytes, as Lightfoot has fully showed, was a baptism of fumilies, and 
comprehended their infant children; and the rite was a symbol of their being washed from 
the pollution of idolatry. Very different indeed in the extent of its import and office was 
Christian baptism to the Jewish baptisms; nevertheless, this shows that the Jews were fami- 
Har with’the rite as it extended to children, in cases of conversions from idolatry ; and, as far 
at least’)s the converts from Paganism to Christianity were concerned, they could not but 
understard Christian baptism to extend to the infant children of Gentile proselytes, unless 
there.had been, what we no where find in the discourses of Christ and the writings of the 
Apostles, un express exception of them. In like manner, their own practice of infant circum- 
cision mus, have misled them ; for if they were taught that baptism was the initiatory seal of 
the Christan covenant, and had taken the place of circumcision, which St. Paul had informed 
them was ‘a seal of the righteousness which is by faith,” how should they have understood 
that’ their children were no longer to be taken into covenant with God, as under their own 
former religon, unless they had been told that this exclusion of children from all covenant 
relation to God, was one of those peculiarities of the Christian dispensation in which it differed 
froni*the reigion of the Patriarchs and Moses? This was sure y a gréat change; a change 
which musthave made great impression upon a serious and affectionate Jewish parent, who 
could now ao longer covenant with God for his children, or place his’children in a special 
covenant ‘elation to the Lord of the whole earth; a change indeed so great,—-a placing of the 
children o’ Christian parents in so inferior, and, so to speak, outcast a condition, in compari- 
son of the vhildren of believing Jews, while the Abrahamic covenant remained in force,—that 
not only, ii order to prevent mistake, did it require an express enunciation, but in the nature 
of the thingit must have given rise to so many objections, or at least inquiries, that explana- 
tions of the \eason of this peculiarity might naturally be expected to occur in the writings of 
the Apostles) and especially in those of St. Paul. On the contrary, the very phraseology of 
these inspired men, when touching the subject of the children of believers only incidentally, 
was ealculatet to confirm the ancient practice, in opposition to what we are told is the teue 
doctrine of the Gospel upon this point. For instance: how could the Jews have understood 
the words of Petr at the Pentecost, but as calling both upon them and their children, to be 
baptized?—“Rejont and be baptized, for the promise is unto you and to your children.” 
For that both are eluded, may be proved, says a sensible writer, by considering, * 

“1. The resemblne between this promise, and that in Gen. xvii, 7, ‘To be a God unto 
thee, and unto thy sted after thee.’—The resemblance between these two lies in two things : 
(1.) Each stands con\ected with an ordinance, by which persons were to be admitted into 
church fellowship ; theone by circumcision, the other by baptism. (2.) Both agree in phra- 
seology ; the one is, ‘ Mes: and thy seed ;’ the other is, ‘to you and your children.” Now, 
every one knows that tht word seed means children; and that children means seed ; and that 
they are precisely the sate, From these two strongly resembling features, viz. their connec- 
tion with a similar ordinarke, and the sameness of the phraseology, I infer, that the subjects 
expressed in each, are the ‘ery same. ‘And as it is certain that parents and infants were 
Intended by the one; it mustbe equally certain that both are intended by the other. 

- 2. The sense in which the speaker must have understood the sentence in question: . 

The promise is to you, and to Jour children.’—In order to know this, we must consider who 
the speaker was, and from HAA ORs he received his religious knowledge. ‘The Apostle 
was a Jew. He knew that he hixself had been admitted in infancy, and that it was the 
ordinary practice of the church to suit infants to membership. And he likewise knew, that 
in this they acted on the authority ofthat place, where God promises to Abraham, ‘to be a 
God unto him, and unto his seed.’ Nov, if the Apostle knew all this, in what sense could he 
understand the term children, as distinguished from their parents? I have said that Tskva, 
children, and onepua, seed, mean the sane thing. And as the Apostle well knew that the 
term seed intended infants, though not mere\infants only; and that infants were circumcised 
and received into the church as being the seed, what else could he understand by the term 
children, when mentioned with their parents? Those who will have the Apostle to mean, by 
the term children, ‘adult posterity’ only, have this infelicity attending them, that they under- 


(7) Facts and Evidences on the Subject of Baptism, 
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stand the term differently from all other men ; and they attribute to the Apostle a sense of 
the word which to him must have been the most forced and infamiliar. Wy 

“3. In what sense his hearers must have understood him, when he said, * The promise is to 
you, and to your children. ‘ ; / z 

“The context informs us, that many of St. Peter’s hearers, as he himself was, were Jews.- 
They had been accustomed for many hundred years to receive infants by eircumcision into 
the church ; and this they did, as before observed, because God had promised to be a God to 
Abraham and to his seed. They had understood this promise to mean parents and their 
infant offspring, and this idea was become familiar by the practice of many centuries. ‘What 
then must have been their views, when one of their own community says to them, ‘' The pro- 
mise is to you and to your children? If their practice of receiving infants was founded on a 
promise exactly similar, as it was, how could they possibly understand him, but as meaning 
the same thing, since he himself used the same mode of speech? This must have been the 
case, unless we admit this absurdity, that they understood him in a sense to which they had 
never been accustomed. eae ae a schin 

“How idle a thing it is, in a Baptist, to come with a lexicon in his hand, to inform us that 
rexva, children, means posterity! Certainly it does, and so includes the youngest infants. — 

“But the Baptists will have it that rexva, children, in this place, means only adult posterity. 
And if so, the Jews to whom he spoke, unless they understood St. Peter in a way in which it. 
was morally impossible they should, would infallibly have understood him wrong. Certainly, 
all men, when acting freely, will understand words in that way which is most familiar to 
them; and nothing could be more so to the Jews, than to understand such a speech as Peter’s 
to mean adults and infants. : 

“We should more certainly come at the truth, if, instead of idly criticising, we could fancy 
ourselves Jews, and in the habit of circumcising infants, and receiving them into the church ; 
and then could we imagine one of our own nation and religion to address us in the very language 
of Peter in this text, ‘The promise is to you and to your children ;? let us ask ourselves whether 
we could ever suppose him to mean adult posterity only !” (8) , 

To this we may add that St. Paul calls the children of believers holy, separated to God, and 
standing therefore in a peculiar relation to him, 1 Cor. vii, 14; a mode of speech which would 
also have been wholly unintelligible at least to a Jew, unless by some rite of Christianity 
children were made sharers in its covenanted mercies. i 

The practice of the Jews, and the very language of the Apostles, so naturally leading there- 
fore to a misunderstanding of this sacrament, if infant baptism be not a Christian rite, and 
that in respect of its subjects themselves, it was the more necessary that some notice of the 
exclusion of infants from the Christian covenant should have been given by way of guard. 
And as we find no intimation of this prohibitory kind, we may confidently conclude that it 
was never the design of Christ to restrict this ordinance to adults only. 

3. Infant childrén are DecLareD By Curist to be members of his church. 

That they were made merabers of God’s church in the family of Abraham, and among the 
Jews, cannot be denied. They were made so by circumcision, which was not that carnal and 
merely political rite which many Baptist writers in contradiction to the Scriptures make it, but 
-was, as we have seen, the seal of aspiritual covenant, comprehending engagements to bestow 
the remission of sins and all its consequent blessings in this life, and, in another, the heavenly 
Canaan. Among these blessings was that special relation, which consisted in becoming a visible 
and peculiar people of God, his cuvrcu. This was contained in that engagement of the 
covenant, “I will be to them a God, and they shall be to me a people ;” a promise, which, 
however connected with temporal advantages, was, in its highest and most emphatic sense, 
wholly spiritual. Circumcision was therefore a religious, and not a mere political rite, because 
the covenant, of which it was the seal, was in its most ample sense spiritual. If therefore we 
had no direct authority from the words of Christ to declare the infant children of believers 
competent to become the members of his church, the two cireumstances,—that the church of 
God, which has always been one church in all ages, and into which the Gentiles are now 
introduced, formerly admitted infants to membership by circumcision,—and that the mode of 
initiation into it only has been changed, and not the subjects, (of which we have no intima- 
tion,) would themselves prove that baptism admits into the Christian church both believing 
parents and their children, as circumcision admitted both. The same church remains ; for 
“the olive tree” is not destroyed; the natural branches only are broken off, and the Gentiles 
graffed in, and “partake of the root and fatness of the olive tree,” that is, of all the spiritual 
blessings and privileges heretofore enjoyed by the Jews, in consequence of their relation te 
God as his church. But among these spiritual privileges and blessings, was the right of 
placing their children in covenant with God; the membership of the Jews comprehended both 
children and adults; and the graffing in of the Gentiles, so as to partake of the same “root 
and fatness,” will therefore include a right to put their children also into the covenant, so that 
they as well as adults may become members of Christ’s church, have God to be “their God,” 
and be acknowledged by him, in the special sense of the terms of the covenant, to be his 


ii people.” 


(8) Edwards on Baptism. 
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But»we have our Lord’s direct testimon to this point, and thatin two remarkable passa- 

ges, Luke ix, 47, 45, "And Jesus took a eh and set him a and he eid unto them, - 

: ~ Whosoever shall recgive this child in my name, receiveth me; and whosoever shall receive 

; ‘me, receiveth him that sent me; for he: that is least among, you all, the same shall be great.” 
We grant that be an instance of teaching by parabolic action, The intention of Christ 
was to impress the necessity of humility and.teachableness upon his disciples, and to afford a 
promise, to those who should receive them in his name, of that special grace which was 
‘implied in receiving himself. But then, were there not a correspondence of circumstances 
between the child taken by Jesus in his arms, and the disciples compared to this child, there 

would be no force, no propriety, in the action, and the same truth might have been as forcibly 
Stated without any action of this kind at all. Let then these correspondences be remarked in 
order to estimate the amount of their meaning. The humility and docility of the true disciple 
corresponded with the same dispositions in a young child ; and the “receiving a disciple in the 
name” of Christ corresponds with the.receiving of a child’ in the name of Christ, which can 
only mean the receiving of each with kindness, on account of a religious relation between each 
and Christ, which religious relation can only be well interpreted of a church relation. This is 
farther confirmed by the next point of correspondence, the identity of Christ both with the 
disciple and the child, “ Whosoever shall receive this child in my name recetveth me ;?, but 
such an identity of Christ with his disciple stands wholly upon their relation to him as mem- 
bers of his mystical “body, the church.” It is in this respect only that they are “ one with 
him ;” and there can be no identity of Christ with “little children” but by virtue of the same 
relation, that is, as they are members of his mystical body, the church ; of which membership, 
baptism is now, as circumcision was then, the initiatory rite. That was the relation in which 
the very child he then took up in his arms stood to him by virtue of its circumcision ; it was 
a member of his Old ‘Testament church ; but, as he is speaking of the disciples as the future 
teachers of his perfected covenant, and their. reception in his name under that character, he 
manifestly glances at the church relationship of children to him to be established by the bap- 
tism to be instituted in his perfect dispensation. ; ‘ 

This is, however, expressed still more explicity in Mark x, 14, “But when Jesus saw it he 
was much displeased, and said unto them, Suffer the little children to come unto me, and for- 
bid them not; for of such is the kingdom of God: and he took them up in his arms, put 
his hands upon them, and blessed them.” Here the children. spoken of are “ little children,” 
of so tender an age, that our Lord.“took them up in his arms.” The purpose for which they 
were brought was not, as some of the Baptist writers would suggest, that Christ should heal 
them of diseases; for though St. Mark says, “They brought young children to Christ that 
he might touch them,” this is explained by St. Matthew, who says, “that he should put his 
hands upon them, and pray ;” and even in the statement of St. Mark x, 16, it is not said that 
our Lord healed them, but “put his. hands upon them, and blessed them ;” which clearly 
enough shows that this was the purpose for which they were brought by their parents to 
Christ. Nor is there any evidence that it was the practice among the Jews, for common 
unofficial persons to put their hands upon the heads of those for whom they prayed. The 
parents here appear to have been among those who believed Christ to be a Prophet, “ that 
Prophet,” or the Messias ; and on that account earnestly desired his prayers for their children, 
and his official blessing upon them. That official blessing,—the blessing which he was author- 
ized and empowered to bestow by virtue of his Messiahship,—he was so ready, we might say 
so anxious, to bestow upon them, that he was “much displeased” with his disciples who 
“rebuked them that brought them,” and gave a command which was to be in force in all 
future time,— Suffer the little children to come vihnto me,” in order to receive my official 
blessing; “for of such is the kingdom of God.” The first evasive criticism of the Baptist 
writers is, that the phrase “of such,” means of such-like, that is, of adults being ofa child-like 
disposition ; a criticism which takes away all meaning from the words of our Lord. For 
what kind of reason was it to offer for permitting children to come to Christ to receive his 
blessing, that persons not children, but who were of a child-like disposition, were the subjects 
of the kingdom of God? The absurdity of this is its own refutation, since the reason for 
children being permitted to come, must be found in themselves, and not in others. Th . 
second attempt to evade the argument from this passage is, to understand “ the kingdom of 
God,” or “the kingdom of heaven,” as St. Matthew has it, exclusively of the heavenly state. 
We gladly admit, in opposition to the Calvinistic Baptists, that all children, dying before 
actual sin committed, are admitted into heaven through the merits of Christ ; bat for. this 
very reason it follows that infants are proper subjects to be introduced into his church on 
earth. The phrases, “the kingdom of God,” and “the kingdom of heaven,” are, however, 
more frequently used by our Lord to denote the church in this present world, than its state 
of glory ; and since all the children brought to Christ to receive his blessing were not likel 
to die in their infancy, it could not be affirmed, that of such is the kingdom of heaven,” if 
that be understood to mean the state of future happiness exclusively. As children, they 
might all be members of the church on earth ; but not all as children, members of the church 
i heaven, seeing they might live to become adult, and be cast away. ‘Thus, therefore, if 
children are expressly declared to be members of Christ's church, then are they the proper 


, 
FOURTH.] THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. 687 


subjects of baptism, which is the initiatory rite into every portion of that ‘church which is 
visible. A fe PONS Sire ee o a, 

But'let this case be more particularly considered. PROM, se alg? ORME: - ae 

Take it that by “the kingdom of God,” or “ of heaven,” our Lord means the es g 
of his church ; it must be granted that none can enter into heaven who are not 1 emed by 
Christ, and who do not stand in a vital relation to him as members of his mystical body, or 
otherwise we should place human and fallen beings in that heavenly state who are uncon- 
nected with Christ as their Redeemer, and uncleansed by him as the sanctifier of his redeemed. 
Now, this relation must exist on earth, before it can exist in heaven; or else we assign the 
work of sanctifying the fallen nature of man to a future state, which is contrary to the Scrip- 
tures. If infants, therefore, are thus redeemed and sanctified in their nature, and are before 
death made “ meet for the inheritance of the saints in light ;” so that in this world they are 
placed in the same relation to Christ as an adult believer, who derives sanctifying influence 
from him, they are therefore the members of his church,—they partake the grace of the cove- 
nant, and are comprehended in that promise of the covenant, “I will be to them a God, and 
they shall be to me a people.” In other words, they are made members of Christ’s church, 
and are entitled to be recognised as such by the administration of the visible sign of initiation 
into some visible branch of it. If it be asked, “Of what import then is baptism to children, 
if as infants they already stand in a favourable relation to Christ ?” the answer is, that it is 
of the same import as circumcision was to Abraham, which was “a seal of the righteousness 
of the faith which he had yet being uncircumcised :” it confirmed all the promises of the cove- 
nant Of grace to him, and made the church of God visible to men. It is of the same import as’ 
baptism ‘to the eunuch, who had faith already, and a willingness to submit to the rite before 
it was administered to him. He stood at that moment in the condition, not of a candidate for 
introduction into the church, but of an accepted candidate; he was virtually a member, 
although not formally so, and his baptism was not merely a sign of his faith, but a confirming 
sign of God’s covenant relation to him as a pardoned and accepted man, and gave him a 
security for the continuance’ and increase of the grace of the covenant, as he was prepared to 
receive it. In like manner, in the case of all truly believing adults applying for baptism, their 
relation to Christ is not that of mere candidates for membership with his church, but that of 
accepted candidates, standing already in a vital relation to him, but about to receive the seal 
which was to confirm that grace, and its increase in the ordinance itself, and in future time. 
Thus this previous relation of infants to Christ, as accepted by him, is an argument for their 
baptism, not against it, seeing it is by that they are visibly recognised as the formal members 
of his church, and have the full grace of the covenant confirmed and sealed to them, with 
increase of grace as they are fitted to receive it, besides the advantage of visible connection 
with the church, and of that obligation which is taken upon themselves by their parents to 
train them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. 

In both views then, “of such is the kingdom of God,”—members of his church on earth, 
and of his church in heaven, if they die in infancy, for the one is necessarily involved in the 
other. No one can be of the kingdom of God in heaven, who does not stand in a vital sanc- 
tifying relation to Christ as the head of his mystical body, the church, on earth; and no one 
ean be of the kingdom of God on earth, a member of his true church, and die in that relation, 
without entering that state of glory to which his adoption on earth makes him an heir, 
through Christ. 

4. The argument from Apostolic practice next offers itself, That practice was to baptize 
the houses of them that believed. 

The impueners of infant baptism are pleased to argue much from the absence of all express 
mention of the baptism of infants in the New Testament. This however is easily accounted 
for, when it is considered that if, as we have proved, baptism took the place of circumcision, 
the baptism of infants was so much a matter of course, as to call for no remark, The argu- 

ent from silence on this subject is one which least. of all the Baptists ought to dwell upon, 
since, as we have seen, if it had been intended to exclude children from the privilege of being 
placed in covenant with God, which privilege they unquestionably enjoyed under the Old 
‘Testament, this extraordinary alteration, which could not but produce remark, required to be 
particularly noted, both to account for it to the mind of an affectionate Jewish parent, and to 
guard against that mistake into which we shall just now show Christians from the earliest 
times fell, since they administered baptism to infants. It may farther be observed, that, as 
to the Acts of the Apostles, the events narrated there did not require the express mention of 
the baptism of infants, as an act separate from the baptism of adults. That which called for 
the administration of baptism at that period, as now, when the Gospel is preached in a 
Heathen land, was the believing of adult persons, not the case of persons already believing, 
bringing their children for baptism. On the supposition that baptism was administered to 
the children of the parents who thus believed, at the same time as themselves, and in conse- 
quence of their believing, it may be asked how the fact could be more naturally expressed, 
when it was not intended to speak of infant baptism doctrinally or distinctly, than that such a 
one was baptized, “and all his house ;” just as a similar fact would be distinetly recorded by 
a modern missionary writing to a church at home practising“infant baptism, and having no 
controversy on the subject in his eye, by saying that he baptized such a Heathen, at such a 
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; place, with all his family. For, without going into any criticism on the Greek term rendered 


house, it cannot be denied that, like the old English word employed in our translation, and 
also like the word fymily, it must be understood to comprehend either the children only, to 
the exclusion of the Homenti2e, or both. 

If we take the instances of the baptism of whole houses,” as recorded in the Acts of the 
Apostles, they must be understood as marking the common mode of proceeding among the 
first preachers of the Gospel when the head or heads of a family believed, or as insulated and 
peculiar instances. If the former, which, from what may be called the matter of course man- 
ner in which the cases are mentioned, is most probable ; then innumerable instances must 
have occurred of the baptizing of houses or families, just as many in fact as there were of the 
conversion of heads of families in the Apostolic age. That the majority of these houses must 
have included infant children is therefore certain, and it follows that the Apostles practised 
infant baptism. ‘ : ‘ 

But let the cases of the baptism of houses mentioned in the New Testament be put in the 
most favourable light for the purpose of the Baptists; that is, let them be considered as insu- 
lated and peculiar, and not as instances of Apostolic procedure in all eases where the heads of 
families were converted to the faith, still the Baptist is obliged to assume, that neither in the 
house of the Philippian jailer, nor in that of Lydia, nor in that of Stephanas, were there any 
infants-at all, since, if there were, they were comprehended in the whole houses which were 
baptized upon the believing of their respective heads. This at least is improbable, and no 
intimation of this peculiarity is given in the history. : 

‘ The Baptist writers, however, think that they ‘can prove that all the persons included in 
these houses were adults; and that the means of showing this from the Scriptures is an 
instance of “ the care of Providence watching over the sacred cause of adult baptism” thus 
absurdly assuming that even if this point could be made out the whole controversy is termi- 
nated, when in fact this is but an auxiliary argument of very inferior importance to those 
above mentioned. But let us examine their supposed proof. “ With respect to the jailer,” 
they tell us, that “we are expressly assured, that the Apostles spoke the word of the Lord to 
all that were in his house ;” which we grant must principally, although not of necessity 
exclusively, refer to those who were of sufficient age to understand their discourse. And 
“that he rejoiced, believing in God with all his house ;” from which the inference is, that none 
but adult hearers, and adult believers, were in this case baptized. If so, then there could be 
no infant children in the house ; which, as the jailer appears from his activity to have been a 
man in the vigour of life, and not aged, is at least far from being certain. But if it be-a proof 
in this case that there were no infant children in the jailer’s family, that it is said, he believed 
and all his house; this is not the only believing family mentioned in Scripture from which 
infants must be excluded, For, to say nothing of the houses of Lydia and Stephanas, the 
nobleman at Capernaum is said to have believed “and all his house,”.John iv, 53 ; so that we 
are to conclude that there were no infant children in this house also, although his sick son: is 
not said to be his only offspring, and that son is called by him a child, the diminutive term 
watdiov being used. Again, Cornelius is said, Acts x, 2, to be “one that feared God, and all. 
his house.” Infant children therefore must be excluded from his family also; and alse from 
that, of Crispus, who is said to have “believed on the Lord with all his house 3”? which house 
appears, from what immediately follows, to have been baptized. These instances make it 
much more probable that the phrases “ fearing God with all his house,” and “ believing with 
all his house,” include young children under the believing adults, whose religious profession 
they would follow, and whose sentiments they would im ibe, so that they might be called a 
Christian family, than that so many houses or families should have been constituted only of 
adult persons, to. the entire exclusion of children of tender years. In the case of the jailer’s 
house, however, the Baptist argument manifestly halts; for it is not said, that they. only to 
whom the word of the Lord was spoken were baptized; nor that they only who. “believed” 
and “rejoiced” with the jailer were. baptized. The account of the baptism is given in a 
separate verse, and in diferent phrase: “ And he took them the same hour of the night, and 
washed their stripes, and was baptized, he, and all his,” all belonging to him, “ straightway ;” 
Where there is no limitation of the persons who were baptized to the adults only by any 
terms which designate them as persons “ hearing,” or “believing.” . 

The next instance is that of Lydia. The words of the writer of the Acts are, “Who when 
she was baptized, and her house.” The great difficulty of the Baptists. is, to. make a house for 
Lydia without any children at all, young or old. This, however, cannot be proved from the 
term itself, since the same word is that commonly used in the Scripture to melude children 
residing at home with their parents: “One that ruleth well his own house, having his children 
In subjection with all gravity.” It is however conjectured, first, that she had come trading 
voyage, from Thyatira to Philippi, to sell purple; as if a woman of Thyatira tan not be 
settled in business at Philippi as a seller of this article. Then, as if to mark more striking] 
the hopelessness of the attempt to torture this passage to favour an opinion, “her house” is 
made to consist. of journeymen dyers, “ employed in preparing the purple she sold ;” which, 
however, is a notion at variance with the former ; for if she was on a mere trading voyage, if 
she had brought her purple goods from Thyatira to Philippi to sell, she most probably brought 
them ready dyed, and would have no need of a dying establishment. To complete the whole, 
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these journeymen dyers, although not a word is said of their conversion, nor even of their 
existence, in the whole story, are raised into “the brethren,” (a term which manifestly 
denotes the members of the Philippian church,) whom Paul and Silas are said to have seen 
and comforted in the house of Lydia, before they departed ! 

“All, however, that the history states is, that “the Lord opened Lydia’s heart, that she 
attended unto the things which were spoken of Paul,” and that she was therefore “ baptized 
and her house.” From this house no one has the least authority to exclude children, even 
young children, since there is nothing in the history to warrant the above mentioned conjec- 
tures, and the word is in Scripture used expressly to include them. All is perfectly gratuit- 
ous on the part of the Baptists ; but, while there is nothing to sanction the manner in which 
they deal with this text, there is a circumstance strongly confirmatory of the probability that 
the house of Lydia, according to the natural import of the word rendered hous6. or family, 
contained children, and that in an infantile state. This is, that in all the other instances in 
which adults are mentioned as having been baptized along with the head of a family, they 
are mentioned as “hearing,” and “believing,” or in some terms which amount to this. Cor- 
nelius had called together “his kinsmen and near friends ;” and while Peter spake, “ the Holy 
Ghost fell on all them which heard the word,” “and he commanded them to be baptized.” So 
the adults in the house of the jailer at Philippi were persons to whom “the word of the Lord” 
was spoken; and although nothing is said of the faith of any but the jailer himself,—for the 
words are more properly rendered, “and he, believing in God, rejoiced with all his house,”— 
yet is the joy which appears to have been felt by the adult part of his house, as well as by 


himself, to be attributed to their faith. Now, as it does not appear that the Apostles, 
although they baptized infant. children, baptized unbelieving adult servants because their 
masters or mistresses believed, and yet the house of Lydia were baptized along with herself, 
when no mention at all is made of the Lord “ opening the heart” of these adult domestics, nor 
of their believing, the fair inference is, that. “ the house” of Lydia means her elven only, 
and that being of immature years they were baptized with their mother according to the 
common custom of the Jews, to baptize the children of proselyted Gentiles along with their 
arents, from which practice Christian baptism appears to have been taken. ( 

The third instance is that of “the house of Stephanas,” mentioned by St. Paal, 1 Cor. 
i, 16, as having been baptized by himself. This family also, it is argued, must have been all 
adults, because they are said in the same Epistle, chap. xvi, 15, to have “ addicted themselves 
to the ministry of the saints,” and farther, because they were persons who took “a lead” in 
the affairs of the church, the Corinthians being exhorted to “submit themselves untasuch, and 
to every one that helpeth with us and laboureth.” To understand this passage rightly, it is 
however necessary to observe, that Stephanas, the head of this family, had been seat by the 
church of Corinth to St. Paul at Ephesus, along with Fortunatus and Achaicus In the 
absence of the head of the family, the Apostle commends “the house,” the family, o Stepha- 
nas to the regard of the Corinthian believers, and perhaps also the houses of the two other 
brethren who had come with him; for in several MSS, marked by Griesbach, and in some 
of the versions, the text reads, “ Ye know the house of Stephanas and Fortunatus,’ and one 
reads also, “and of Achaicus.” By the house or family of Stephanas, the Apostle nust mean 
his children, or, along with them, his near relations dwelling together in the same fanily ; for, 
since they are commended for their hospitality to the saints, servants, who have napower to 
‘show hospitality, are of course excluded. But, in the absence of the head of the fanily, it is 
very improbable that the Apostle should exhort the Corinthian church to “ subnit,” ecele- 
siastically, to the wife, sons, daughters, and near relations of Stephanas, and, if tle reading 
of Griesbach’s MSS. be followed, to the family of Fortunatus, and that of Achaicu{also. In 
respect of government, therefore, they cannot be supposed “to have had a lead in thi church,” 
according to the Baptist notion, and especially as the heads of these families wee absent. 
They were however the oldest Christian families in Corinth, the house of Stephanjs at least 
being called “the first fruits of Achaia,” and eminently distinguished for “addictng them- 
selves,” setting themselves on system, to the work of ministering to the saints, that 8, of com- 
municating to the poor saints; entertaining stranger Christians, which was an important 
branch of practical duty in the primitive church, that in every place those wh professed 
Christ might be kept out of the society of idolaters ; and receiving the ministers of Christ. 
On these accounts the Apostle commends them to the special regard of the Corinthiin church, 
and exhorts “va at vpets vtoraconae rots rowwrots, that you range yourselves under and codpe- 
rate with them, and with every one,” also, “ who helpeth with us, and laboureth ;” she mili- 


tary metaphor contained in sragay in the preceding verse being here carried forwar These 
families were the oldest Christians in Corinth; and as: they were foremost in Pod 
orted to 


word and work, they were not only to be commended, but the rest were to be & 
serve under them as leaders in these works of charity. This appears to be the olvious sense 
of this otherwise obscure passage. But in this, or indeed in any other sense which can be 

iven to it, it proves no more than that there were adult persons in the family of Stephanas, 
his wife, and sons, and daughters, who were distinguished for their charity an, hospitality. 
Still it is to be remembered, that the baptism of the oldest of the children took place several 
years before. The house of Stephanas “was the first fruits of Achaia,” in yhich St. Paul 
began to preach not later than A. D. 51, while this Epistle could not be written earlier at 
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least than A. D. 57, and might be later. . Six or eight years, taken from the age of the sons 
younger branches would descend to the term of in: ancy, properly so called. Still farther, all 
that the Apostle affirms of the benevolence and hospitality 0’ 
fectly consistent with a part of his children being still very young when he wrote the Epistle. 
An equal commendation for hospitality and charity might be given in the present day, with 
perfect. propriety, #0 many pious families, several members of which are still in a state of 
infancy. It was sufficient to warrant the use of such expressions as those of the Apostle, that 
there were in these Corinthian families a few adults, whose conduct gave a decided character 
to the whole “house.” ‘Thus the argument used to prove that in these three instances-of 
family baptism, there were no young children, are evidently very unsatisfactory ; and they 
leave us to the conclusion, which perhaps or gnicome tin reading the sacred history, 
were they quite free from the bias of a theory, that “houses, or ce families,” as in the com- 
monly received import of the term, must be understood to comprise children of all ages, unless 
some explicit note of the contrary: appears, which is not the case in any of the instances in 
question. : “ aS 
# 5. The last argument may be drawn from the antiquity of the practice of infant baptism: 

If the baptism of the infant children of believers was not practised by the Apostles and by 
the primive churches, when and where did the practice commence? . To this etign the 
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Baptist writers can give no answer. It is an innovation, according to them, hot upon t= 


and daughters of Stephanas, might bring the oldest, to the state of early youth, and as to the ~ 


_ cumstances. of a sacrament, but upon its essential principle ; and yet itsintroduetion produced no 


struggle; was never noticed by any general or provincial council ; and excited no controversy t 
This itself is strong presumptive proof of its early antiquity. On the other hand, we can 
point out the only ancient writer who opposed infant baptism. This was Tertullian, who 
lived late in‘ the second century ; but. his very Opposition to the practice proyes, that that 
practice was more ancient than himself; and the principles on which he impugns it, farther 
show that it was so. Heregarded this sacrament superstitiously ; he appended to it the trine 
immersion in the name of each of the persons of the Trinity; he gives it gravely as a reason 
why infants should not be baptized, that Christ says, “ Suffer the little children to come unto, 
me,” therefore they must stay until they are able to come, that is, till they are grownup; “andhe 
would prchibit the unmarried, and all ina widowed state, from baptism, because of the tempta- 
tions to which they may be liable.” The whole of this is solved by adverting to that notion 
of the effzacy of this sacrament in taking away all previous sins, which then began to prevail, 
so that ar inducement was held out for delaying baptism as long as possible, till’ at length, in 
many cases it was postponed to the article of death, under the belief that the dying who 
received this sacrament were the more secure of salvation. Tertullian, accordingly, with all 
his zeal, allowed that infants ought to be baptized if their lives be in danger, and thus evi- 
dently siows that his opposition to the baptism of infants in ordinary, rested upon a very 
different principle from that of the modern. Antipedobaptists. Amidst all his arguments 
against his practice, Tertullian, however, never ventures upon one which would have been 
most to lis purpose, and which might most foreibly have been urged had not baptism been 
administired to infants by the Apostles and their immediate successors. "Phat argument 
would have been the novelty of the practice, which he never asserts, and which, as he lived so 
early, hemight have proved, had he had any ground for it. ‘On the contrary, Justin Martyr, 
and Ireneus, in the second century, and Origen in the beginning of the third, expressly men- 
tion infait baptism as the practice of their times, and, by the latter, this is assigned to Apos- 


tolical inunction. Fidus, an African bishop, applied to Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, to know, 


not wheter infants were to be baptized, but whethét their baptism might take place before 
the eight day after their birth, that being the day on which circumcision was performed b 

the law if Moses. This question was considered in an African synod, held A. D, 254, at 
which sizty-six bishops were present, and “it was unanimously decreed, ‘ that it was not 
necessary to defer baptism to that day; and that the grace of God, or baptism, should be 
given to all, and especially to infants.’” This decision was communicated in a letter, from 
Cyprianto Fidus. (9) We trace the practice alsodownwards. In the fourth century, Am- 
brose says, that “infants who are baptized, are reformed from wickedness to the primitive 
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the family of Stephanas is per- 


State of their nature ;” (1) and at the end of that century, the famous controversy took place ' 


betwee Augustine and Pelagius concerning original sin, in which the uniform practice of 
baptiziny infants from the days of the Apostles was admitted by both parties, although they 
assigned different reasons for it. So little indeed were Tertullian’s absurdities regarded, that 
he appews to have been quite forgotten by this time; for Augustine says he never heard 
of any Oyristian, catholic or sectary, who taught any other doctrine than that infants are to 
be baptizid. (2) Infant baptism is not mentioned in the canons of any council; nor is it 
insisted upyn as an object of faith in any ereed; and thence we infer that it was a point not 
controvertel in any period of the ancient church, and we know that it was the practice in alt 
established thurches. Wall says, that. Peter Bruis, a Frenchman, who lived about the year 
1030, whose followers were called Petrobrussians, ‘was the first Antipedobaptist teacher who 
had a regular congregation. (3) The Anabaptists of Germany took their rise in the begin- 
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rt one fifteenth spats _but it does not yet appear that there was any congregation of 
Anaiaptists in England, till the year 1640. (4) That a practice which can be traced up to 
ia first periods of the church, and has been, till within-very modern times, its uncontra- 

licted practice, should have a lower authority than Apostolic usage and appointment, may be 
pronounced impossible, It is not like one of o trifling, though somewhat superstitious, 
additions, which evenin very early times began to be made to the sacraments ; onthe contrary, 
it involves a principle so important as to alter the veryhature of the sacrament itself. For 


if personal faith be an essential requisite of baptism in all cases; if baptism be a visible decla- 
ration of this, and is vicious without it; then infant baptism was saving ation of so serious 
@ nature, that it must have attracted attention, and provoked controversy, which would have 
led, if not to the suppression of the error, yet to a diversity of practice in the ancient churches, 
which in point of fact did not exist, Tertullian himself allowing infant baptism in extreme 
cases. - oe Senet ate, ; ne 
The senerits of this sacrament require-to'be briefly exhibited. Baptism introduces the 
adult believer into the covenant of grace, andthe church of Christ; and is the seal, the pledge, 
_to him, on the part of God, of the fulfilment of all its provisions, in time and in eternity j 
while, on his part, he takes upon himself the obligations of steadfast faith and obedience. 
To the infant child, it is a visible reception into the same covenant and church,—a pledge 
of acceptance through Christ,—the bestowment of a title to all the grace of the covenant as 
circumstances may require, and as the mind of the child may be capable, or made capable, of 
receiving it; and as it may be sought in future life by prayer, when the period of reason and 
moral choice shall arrivé. It oe also the present “ blessing” of Christ, of which we are. 
assured by his taking children in his arms, and blessing them; which blessing cannot be 
merely nominal, but must be substantial and efficacious. It secures, too, the gift of the Holy 
Spirit in those secret spiritual influences, by which the actual regeneration of those children 
who die in infancy is effected ; and which are a seed of life in those who are spared, to prepare 
them for instruction in the word of God, as they are taught it by parental care, to incline their- 
will and affections to good, and to begin and maintain in them the war against inward and 
outward evil, so that they may be divinely assisted, as reason strengthens, to make their call- 
ing and election sure. In a word, it is, both as to infants and to adults, the sign and pledge 
of that inward grace, which, although modified in its operations by the difference of their 
circumstances, has respect to, and flows from, a covenant relation to each of the three persons 
in whose one name they are baptized;—acceptance by the Faruer,—union with Curisr ag 
the head of his mystical body, the church,—and “‘the communion with the Hory Guosr.” 
To these advantages must be added the respect which God bears to the believing act of the 
arents, and to their solemn prayers on the occasion, im both which the child is interested; as 
weil as in that solemn engagement of the parents which the rite necessarily implies, to bring 
up their child in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. y Weg 
To the parents it is a benefit also. It assures them that God will not only be their God; 
but “the God of their seed after them ;” it thus gives them, as the Israelites of old, the right 
to covenant with God for their ‘‘ little ones,” and it is a consoling pledge that their dying 
infant offspring shall be saved; since he who says, “Suffer little children to come unto me,” 
has added, “for of such is the kingdom of heaven.” .They are reminded by it also of the 
necessity of acquainting themselves with God’s covenant, that they may diligently teach 
it to their children; and that, as they have covenanted with God for their children, they are 
bound thereby to enforce the covenant conditions upon them as they come to years,—by 
example, as well as by education ; by prayer, as well as by profession of the name of Christ. , 
Ill. The movz of baptism remains to be considered, eee : ¢ 
Although the manner in which the element of water is applied in baptism is but a cireum- 
stance of this sacrament, it will not be a matter of surprise to those’ who reflect upon the 
proneness of men to attach undue importanee to comparative trifles, that it has produced so 
much controversy, The question as to the proper subjects of baptism is one which is to be 
respected for its mportance; that as to the mode has occupied more time, and exeited greater 
feeling, than it is in any view entitled to. It cannot, however, be passed over, because the 
advocates for immersion are often very troublesome to their fellow Christians, unsettle weak 
minds, and sometimes perhaps, from their zeal for a form, endanger their own spirituality. 
Against the doctrine that the only legitimate mode of baptizing is by immersion, we may first 
observe that there are several strong presumptions. ° aa 
“1. It is not probable, that if-immersion were the only allowable mode of baptism, it should 
not have been expressly enjoined. 7s Jie 
2, It is not probable, that in a religion designed to be universal, a mode of administering 
this ordinance should be obligatory, the practice of which is ill adapted to so many climates, 
where it would be either exceedingly harsh to iramerse the candidates, male and female, strong 
and feeble, in water; or, in some places, as in the higher latitudes, for a great part of the year, 
impossible. Even if immersion were in fact the original mode of baptizing in the name of 
Christ, these reasons make it improbable that no accommodation of the form should take _ 
place, without vitiating the ordinance. This some of the stricter Baptists assert, although 
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they themselves depart from the primitive mode of partaking of the Lord’s Supper, in accom- 
modation to the customs of their country. - if. anae 2 

_ 3. It is still more unlikely, that in a religion of mercy there should be no consideration of 
health and life in the administration of an ordinance of salvation, since it is certain that in 
countries where cold bathing is little practised, great risk of both is often incurred, especially 
in the case. of women and delicate persons of either sex, and fatal effects do sometimes occur. 

4. It is also exceedingly improbable, that in such circumstances of climate, and the unfre- 
quent use of the bath, a mode of baptizing should have been appointed, which, from the 
shivering, the sobbing, and other bodily uneasiness produced, should distract the thoughts, — 
and unfit the mind for a collected performance of a religious and solemn act of devotion. 

5. It is highly improbable that the three thousand converts at the Pentecost, who, let it be _ 
observed, were baptized on the same day, were all baptized by immersion ;, or that the jailer 
and ‘all his” were baptized in the same manner in the night, although the Baptists have 
invented ‘‘a tank or bath in the prison at Philippi” for that purpose. 

Finally, it is most of all improbable, that a religion like the Christian, so serupulously deli- 
cate, should have enjoined the immersion of women by men, and in the presenee of men. In 
an after age, when immersion came into fashion, baptisteries, and rooms for women, and 
changes of garments, and other auxiliaries to this practice, came into use, because they were 
found necessary to decency ; but there could be no such conveniences in the first instance > 


and accordingly we read of none. With all the arrangements of modern times, baptism by © 


immersion is not a decent practice; there.is not a female, perhaps, who submits to it, whe . 
has not a great previous struggle with her deheacy; but that, at a time when no such 
accommodations could be had as have since been found necessary, such a ceremony should 
have been constantly performing wherever the Apostles and first preachers went, and that 
at pools and rivers, in the presence of many spectators, and they sometimes, unbelievers and, 
scoffers, isa thing not rationally eredible. 

We grant that the practice of immersion is ancient; and so are many other superstitious 
appendages to, baptism, which were adopted under the notion of making the rite more emblema- 
tical and impressive. We not only trace immersion to the second century, but immersion 
three times, anointing with oil, signing with the sign of the cross, imposition of hands, exor- 
cism, eating milk and honey, putting on of white garments, all connected with baptism, and 
first mentioned by Tertullian; the invention of men like himself, who with much genius and 
eloquence had little judement, and were superstitious to a degree worthy of the darkest ages 
which followed. » It was this authority for immersion which led Wall, and other writers on 
the side of infant baptism, to surrender the point to the Antipedobaptists, and to conclude 
that immersion was the Apostolic practice. Several national churches too, like our own, 
swayed by the same authority, are favourable to immersion, although they do not think it 
binding, and generally practise effusion or sprinkling. = : 

Neither Tertullian nor Cyprian was, however, so strenuous for immersion as to deny the 
validity of baptism by aspersion or effusion. In eases of sickness or weakness they only 
sprinkled water upon the face, which we suppose no modern Baptist would allow. Clinic 
baptism too, or the baptism of the sick in bed, by aspersion, is allowed by Cyprian to be 
valid; so that “if the persons recoyer be need not be baptized by immersion.” (5) Gennadias 
of Marseilles, in the fifth century, says, that baptism was administered in the Gallic church, 
in his time, indifferently by immersion or by sprinkling. In the thirteenth century, Thomas 
Aquinas says, “that baptism may be given, not only by immersion, but also by effusion of 
‘water, or sprinkling with it.” And Erasmus affirms, (6) that in his time it was the custom to 
sprinkle infants in Holland, and to dip them in England. Of these two modes, one only was 
primitive and Apostotic. Which that was we shall just now consider. At present it is only, 
necessary to observe, that immersion is not the only mode whieh can plead antiquity in its 
favour ; and that, as the superstition of antiquity appears to have gone most in fayour of bap-~ 
tism by immersion, this is a circumstance which affords a strong presumption, that it was one of 
those additions to the ancient rite which superstition originated. Thismay be made out almost 
to a moral certainty, without referring at all to the argument from Seripture. The “ ancient 
Christians,” the “ primitive Christians,” as they are ealled by the advocates of immersion, , 
that is, Christians of about the age of Tertullian and Cyprian, and a little downward,—whose 
practice of immersion is used as an argument to prove that mode only to kave had Apos- 
tolic sanction,—haptized the candidates naxep. Thus Wall in his History of Baptism : 
“The angient Christians, when they were baptized by immersion, were all baptized naked, 
whether they were men, women, or children. ‘They thought it better represented the putting 
off the old man, and also the nakedness of Christ on the cross; moreover, as baptism is a 
washing, they judged it should be the washing of the body, not of the clothes.” ‘This is an 
instance of the manner in which they affected to improve the emblematical character of the 
ordinance. Robinson also, in his History of Baptism, states the same thing: ‘Let it be 
observed, that the primitive Christrans baptized naked. There is no ancient historical fact 
better authenticated than this.” ‘‘'They, however,” says Wall, “took great care for pres 
gerving the modesty of any woman who was to be baptized. None but women. came near 


(5) Epist. 69. (6) Bpist. 76. 
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till her body was in the water; then the priest came, and putting her head also under the. _ 
water, he departed, and left her to the women.” Now, if antiquity be pleaded as a proof that 
immersion was the really’ primitive mode of baptizing, it must be pleaded in favour of the gross 
and offensive circumstance of baptizing naked, which was considered of as much importance 
as the other ; and then we may safely leave it for any one to say whether he really believes 
that the three thousand persons mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles were baptized naked? 
and whether, when St. Paul baptized Lydia, she was put into the water naked by her women, 
and that the Apostle then hastened “ to put her head under the water also, using the form of 
baptism, and retired, leaving her to the women” to take her away to dress? Immersion, with 
all its appendages, dipping three times, nakedness, unction, the eating of milk and honey, 
exorcism, &c, béars manifest marks of that disposition to improve upon God’s ordinances, for 
which even the close of the second century was remarkable, and which laid the foundation of 
that general corruption which so speedily followed. 

But we proceed to the New Testament itself, and deny that a single clear case of baptism 
by immersion can be produced from it. : 

The word itself, as it has been, often shown, proves nothing. The verb, with its deriva- 
tives, signifies to dip the hand into a dish, Matt. xxvi, 23; to stain a vesture with blood, 
Rev. xix, 13; to wet the body with dew, Dan. iv, 33 ; to paint or smear the face with colours; 
to’ stain the hand by pressing a substance; to be overwhelmed in the waters as a sunken 
ship ; to be drowned by falling into water; to’sink, in the neuter sense; to immerse totally ; 
to plunge up to the neck; to be immersed up to the middle; to be drunken with wine; tobe 
dyed, tinged, and imbued; to wash by effusion of water; to pour water upon the hands, or 
any other part of the body; to sprinkle. A word then of such large application affords as 

ood proof for sprinkling, or partial dipping, or washing with water, as for immersion in it. 

he controversy on this accommodating word has been carried on to weariness; and if even 
the advocates of immersion could prove, what they have not been able to do, that plunging is 
the primary meaning of the term, they would gain nothing, since, in Scripture; it is notoriously 
used to express other applications of water. The Jews had “divers baptisms” in their: ser- 
vice; but these washings of the body in or with water, were not immersions, and in some 
instances they were mere sprinklings. 'The Pharisees “baptized before they ate,” but this 
baptism was “the washing of hands,” which in eastern countries is done by servants pouring 
water over them, and not by dipping :—“ Here is Elisha, the son of Shaphat, who poured water 
on the hands of Elijah,” 2 Kings iu, 11; that is, who acted as his servant. . In the same man- 
ner the feet were washed: “Thou gavest me no water upon, em, my feet,” Luke vii, 44. 
Again, the Pharisees are said to have held the “washing” or baptism “of cups and pots, 
brazen vessels, and of tables ;” not eertainly for the sake of cleanliness, (for ait ecole hold 
the washing or baptism of such utensils for this purpose,) but from superstitious notions of 
purification. Now, as “sprinkling” is prescribed in the law of Moses, and was familiar to 
the Jews, as the mode of purification from uncleanness, as in the case of the sprinkling of the 
water of separation, Num. xix, 19, it is for this reason much more probable that the baptism 
of these vessels was effected by sprinkling, than by either pouring or immersion. But that 
they were not immersed, at least not the whole of them, may be easily made to appear; and 
if “baptism” as to any of these utensils does not signify immersion, the argument from the 
use of the word must be abandoned. Suppose then, the pots, cups, and brazen vessels, to 
have been baptized by immersion ; the “beds” or couches used to recline upon at their meals, 
which they ate in an accumbent posture, couches which were constructed for three or five 
persons each to lie down upon, must certainly have been exempted from the operation of a 
baptism” by dipping, which was probably practised, like the “ baptism” of their hands, before 
every meal. The word is also used by the LXX, in Dan. iv, 33, where Nebuchadnezzar is 
said to have been wet with the dew of heaven, which was plainly effected, not by his immer- 
sion in dew, but by its descent upon him. Finally, it occurs in 1 Cor. x, 2, “ And were bap- 
tized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea ;” where also immersion is out of the case. The 
Israelites were not immersed in the sea, for they went through it, ‘‘ as on dry land ;” and they 
were not immersed in the cloud, which was above them. In this case, if the spray of the sea 
is referred to, or the descent of rain from the cloud, they were baptized by sprinkling, or at 
most by pouring; and that there is an allusion to the latter circumstance, 1s made almost 
certain by a passage in the song of Deborah, and other expressions in the Psalms, which speak 
of “rain,” and the “ pouring out of water,” and “droppings” from the “ cloud” which directed 
the march of the Jews in the wilderness. Whatever, therefore, the primary meaning of the 
verb “to baptize” may be, is a question of no importance on one side or the other. Leaving 
the mode of administering baptism, as a religious rite, out-of the question, it is used generally, 
at least in the New Testament, not to express immersion in water, but for the act of pouring 
or sprinkling it; and that baptism, when spoken of as a religious rite, is to be understood as 
administered by immersion, no satisfactory instance can be adduced. - ‘ 

The baptism of John is the first instance usually adduced in proof of this practice :—The 
multitudes who went out to him were “baptized of him in Jordan;” they were therefore 
immersed. Z 

To say nothing here of the laborious, and apparently impossible, task imposed upon John, 
of plunging the multitudes, who flocked to him day by day, into the river ; and the indecency 
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of the whole proceeding when women were also concerned; it is plain that the principal 
object of the Evangelist, in makin this statement, was to point out the place where John 
exercised his ministry gnd baptized, and not. to describe the mode; if the latter is at all 
referred to, it must be acknowledged that this was incidental to the other design. Now it so. 
happens, that we have a passage which relates to John’s baptism, and which can only be 
fairly interpreted by referring to HIS MODE OF BAPTIZING, as the FiRsT consideration ; a pas- 
sage, too, which John himself uttered at the very time he was baptizing “in Jordan.” “E 
indeed baptize you with water unto repentance ; but he that cometh after me is mightier 
than I: he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with fire.” Our translators, in this 
passage, aware of the absurdity of translating the preposition ev, i, have properly rendered - 
It with; but the advocates of immersion do not stumble at trifles, and boldly rush into the 
absurdity of Campbell’s translation, “‘I indeed baptize you in water, he will baptize you in 
the Holy Ghost.and fire.” Unfortunately for this translation, we have not only the utter 
senselessness of the phrases baptised, plunged in the Holy Ghost, and plunged in fire, to set 
against it; but also the very history o "the completion of this prophetie declaration, and that 
not only as to the fact that Christ did indeed baptize his disciples with the Holy Ghost and 
with fire, but also as to the mode in which this baptism was effected: ‘“« And there appeared 
unto them cloven tongues like as of fire, and it sat upon each of them. And they were all 
filled with tHe Hoty Guosr.” Thus the baptism of the Holy Ghost and of fire was a 
descent upon, and not an immersion nro. With this too agree all the accounts of the bap-. 
tism of the Holy Spirit: they are all from above, like the pouring out or shedding of water upon 
the head; nor is there any expression in Scripture which bears the most remote resemblance 
to immersing, plunging in the Holy Ghost. When our Lord received the baptism of the Holy _ 
Ghost, “the Spirit of God pescenpvep like a dove, and LigHTED upon him.” When Corne- 
lius and his family received the same gift, ‘the Holy Ghost FELL on all them which heard 
the word ;” “and they of the circumcision that believed were astonished, because that on the 
Gentiles also was PouRED ovr the gift of the Holy Ghost,”-which, as the words imply, had 
been in like manner “ powred out on them.” The common phrase, to “receive” the Holy Ghost, 
is algo inconsistent with the idea of being immersed, plunged into the Holy Ghost; and finally, © 
when St. Paul connects the baptism with water, and the baptism with the Holy Ghost 
together, as in the words of John the Baptist just quoted, he expresses the mode of the bap- 
tism of the Spirit in the same manner: “ According to his mercy he saved us by the washing: 
of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost ; which HE sHED on vs abundaatly, through 
Jesus Christ our Saviour,” Titus iii, 5,6. That the mode therefore in which John baptized 
was by pouring water upon his disciples, may be concluded from his using the same word to 
express the pouring owt, the descent, of the Spirit upon the disciples of Jesus. For if baptism 
necessarily means immersion, and John baptized by immersion, then did not Jesus baptize his 
disciples with the Holy Ghost. He might bestow it ypon them, but he did not baptize them 
with it, according to the Immersionists, since he only “poured it upon them,” “shed it upon 
them,” caused it “to fall upon them ;” none of which, according to them, is baptism. It fol- 
lows, therefore, that the prediction of John was never fulfilled, because, in their sense of 
baptizing, none of the disciples of Jesus mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles ever received, 
the Holy Ghost but by effusion. This is the dilemma into which they put themselves. -'The 
must allow that baptism is not in this passage used for immersion ; or they must deny that 
Jesus ever did baptize with the Holy Ghost. E 

To baptize “in Jordan,” does not then signify to plunge in the river of Jordan. John made 
the neighbourhood of Jordan the principal place of his ministry. Either at the fountains of 
some favoured district, or at some river, baptize he mist because of the multitudes who came 
to his baptism, in a country deficient in springs, and of water in general; but there are several 
ways of understanding the phrase “in Jordan,” which give a sufficiently good sense, and. 
involve no contradiction to the words of John himself, who makes his baptism an effusion of 
water, to answer to the effusion of the Holy Spirit, as administered by Jesus. It may be 
taken as a note of place, not of mode. ‘In Jordan,” therefore, the expression of St. Matthew 
is, in St. John, “tw Bethabara, beyond,” or situate on, “Jordan, where John was baptizing ;” 
and this seems all that the expression was intended to mark, and is the sense to be preferred. 
It is thus equivalent to “at Jordan,” “ at Bethabara, situate on Jordan ;” at being a frequent 
sense of ev. Or it may signify that the water of Jordan was made use of by John for baptiz- 
ing, however it might be applied; for we should think it no violent mode of expression to say 
that we washed ourselves in a river, although we should mean, not that we plunged ourselves 
into it, but merely that we took up the water in our hands, and applied it in the way of effu- 
sion. Or it may be taken to express his baptizing in the bed of the river, into which he must 
have descended with the baptized, in order to take up the water with his hand, or with 
some small vessel, as represented in ancient bass-reliefs, to pour it,out upon them. This would 
be the position of any baptizer using a river at all accessible by a shelving bank; and when 
within the bed of the stream, he might as truly be said to be in the river, when mere place 
was the principal thing to he pointed out, as if he had been immersed in the water. The 
Jordan in this respect is rather remarkable, having, according to Maundrell, an outermost 
bank formed by its occasional “swellings.” The remark of this traveller is, “ After having 
descended the outermost bank, you go a furlong upon a level strand, before you come to the 
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immediate bank of the river2?. Any of these views of the import of the phrases “in Jordan,” 
‘tin the river of Jordan,” used plainly with intention to point out the place where John exer 
_ cised his ministry, will sufficiently explain them, without involving us in the inextricable diffi- 
euliies which embarrass the theory, that John baptized only by immersion. ‘To go indeed to 
@ river to baptize, would in such countries as our own, where water for the mere purpose of 
~ effusion may readily be obtained out of cisterns, pumps, &c, very naturally suggests to the 
simple reader, that the reason for John’s choice of a river was, that it afforded the means of 
immersion. But in those countries the case was different. Springs, as we have said, were 
-scarce, and the water for domestic purposes had to be fetched daily ‘by the women in pitchers 
from the nearest rivers and fountains, which rendered the domestic supply scanty, and of 
course valuable. But even if this reason did not exist, baptism in rivers would not, asa mat- 
Yer of course, imply immersion. Of this we have an instance in the customs of the people of 
Mesopotamia, mentioned in the Journal of Wolfe, the missionary. This sect of Christians 
call themselves “the followers of St. John the Baptist, who was a follower of Christ.” Among 
many other questions, Mr. Wolfe inquired of one of them respecting their mode of baptism, 
was answered, “The priests or bishop baptize children thirty days old. They take the 
d to the banks of the river; a relative or friend holds.the child near the surface of the 
water, while the priest sprinkles the element upon the child, and with prayers they name the 
child.” (7) Mr. Wolfe asks, “Why do they baptize in rivers?” Answer: “Because St. 
John the Baptist baptized in the river Jordan.” ‘The same account was given afterward by 
one of their bishops or high priests: “They carry the children after thirty days to the river, 
the priest says a prayer, the godfather takes the child to the river, while the priest sprinkles 
it with water.” Thus we have in modern times river baptism without. immersion ; and 
among the Syrian Christians, though immersion is used, it does not take place till after the 
pine aaa rite, pouring water upon the child in the name of the Trimity, has been per- 
‘orm: 
_ The second proof adduced by the Immersionists is taken from the baptism of our Lord, who 
is said, Matt. iii, 16, “to have gone up straightway out of the water.” Here, however, the 
preposition-used signifies from, and aveBn ano rs vdaros, is simply “he went up from the water.” 
We grant that this might have been properly said in whatever way the baptism had been 
previously performed ; but then it certainly in itself affords no.argument on which to build 
the notion of the immersion of our Saviour. 
_ The great passage of the Immersionists, however, is Acts viii, 38, 39: “And they went 
down both info the water, both Philip and the eunuch, and he baptized him; and when they 
were come up otit-of the water,” &c. This is relied upon as a decisive proof of the immersion 
and emersion of the eunuch. If so, however, it proves too much; for nothing is said of the 
eunuch which is not said of Philip, “They went down sors into the water,”—“ And when 
THEY were come up out of the water ;”—and so Philip must have immersed himself as well as 
the eunuch. . Nor will the prepositions determine the case; they would have been employed 
properly had Philip and the eunuch gone into the water by partial or by entire immersion, 
and therefore come out of it on dry land; and with equal propriety, and according to the 
habitual use of the same prepositions by Greek writers, they would express going to the 
water, without going into it, and returning from it, and not out of it, for es is spoken of place, 
and properly signifies af, or it indicates motion toward a certain limit, and, for any thing that 
appears to the contrary in the history of the eunuch’s baptism, that limit may just as well be 
placed at the nearest verge of the water as in the middle of it. Thus the LXX say, Isa. 
xxvi, 2, “The king sent Rabshakeh from Lachish, es, to Jerusalem,” certainly not into it, for 
the city was not captured. The sons of the Prophets “came, es, to Jordan to cut wood,” 
2 Kings vi, 4. They did not, we suppose, go into the water to perform that work. Peter 
was bid to “go, sts, to the sea, and cast a hook,” not surely to go into the sea; and our Lord, 
Matt. v, 1, “went up, eis, fo a mountain,” but not into it. The corresponding preposition ex, 
which signifies, when used of place, from, out of, must be measured by the meaning of es. 
‘When ets means into, then ex means out of ; but when it means simply to, then sx can express 
no more than from. Thus this passage is nothing to the purpose of the immersionists. 

The next proof relied upon in favour of immersion, is ohn iii, 22, 23: “ After these things 
came Jesus and his disciples into the land of Judea, and there he tarried with them and bap- 
tized ; and John also was baptizing in Aunon, near to Salim, because there was much water 
there, and they came and were baptized.” The Immersionists can see no reason for either 
Jesus or John baptizing where there was much water, but that they plunged their converts. 
The true reason for this has however been already given. Where could the multitudes who 
came for baptism be assembled? Clearly, not in houses. ‘The preaching was in the fields ; 
and since the rite which was to follow a ministry which made such an impression, and drew 
together such crowds, was baptism, the necessity of the case must lead the Baptist to Jordan, 
or to some other district, where, if a river was wanting, fountains at least existed. The 
necessity was equal in this case, whether the mode of baptism were that of aspersion, of pour- 
ing, or of immersion. Le ; : 

The Baptists, however, have magnified AXnon, which signifies the fountain of On, into a 
place of “many and great waters.” Unfortunately, however, no such powerful fountain, 


(7) Journal, vol. ii, p. 311, 
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sending out many streams of water fit for plunging multitudes into, has ever been found by 


travellers, although the country has been often visited ; and certainly 
of the copious and remarkable character assigned to them, they could 


if its streams ee 

not have vani et 
rather appears, however, that the “much water,” or “many waters,” in the text, ather 
to the whole tract of country, than to the fountain of On itself; because it appears to be given 
by the Evangelist as the reason why Jesus and his disciples came into the same neighbour 
hood to baptize. Different baptisms were administered, and therefore in differen places. 


The baptism administered by Jesus at this time was one of multitudes 


; this appears from the 


remark of one of John’s disciples to his Master: “He that was with thee beyond Jordan, to 
whom thou barest witness, behold, the same baptizeth, and ani MEN come to him? 1 e place 


or places too, where Jesus baptized, although in the same district, could not be ¥ 


near, 


since John’s disciple mentions the multitudes who came to be baptized by Jesus, or yer 
his disciples, as a piece of information ; and thus we find a reason for the mention he 
u 


water, or many waters, with reference to the district of country i -and not to the single 
fountain of On. The tract had probably many fountains in it, which, as bei ig a pec 
in a country not generally so distinguished, would lead to the use of the expressi reac 4 


water,” although not one of these fountains or wells might be sufficien 


t to allow « ph 


ing of numbers ef people, and probably was not. Indeed if the disciples of Jesus bapiined try 

immersion, the Immersionists are much more concerned to discover “ much water,” Pes i 

waters,” “large and deep streams,” somewhere else in the district than at Enon; because it 

is plain from the narrative, that the number of candidates for John’s baptism had rotiggalien 
e 


off at that time, and that the people now generally flocked to Christ. Hence 


remark of 


John, verse 30, when his disciples had informed him that Jesus was baptizing in the neigh- 
bourhood, and that “all men came to him,”—“He must increase, I must decrease.” Hence 
also the observation of the Evangelist in the first verse of the next chapter, “The Pharisees 


had heard that Jesus made and baptized more disciples than John.” 


As these instances all so plainly fail to serve the cause of immersion, we nead not dwell 


upon the others. The improbability of three thousand persons being i 


mmersed on the day of 


Pentecost, has been already mentioned. The baptism of Saul, of Lydia, of the Philippian 


jailer, and of the family of Cornelius, are all instances of house baptism, 


are still less likely to have been by plunging. The Immersionists, in 


and, for that reason, — 
deed, invent “tanks,” — 


or “baths,” for this purpose, in all these houses; but, as nothing of the kind appears on the 


face of the history, or is even incidentally suggested, suppositions prov: 


e nothing. 


Thus all the presumptions before mentioned, against the practice of immersion, lie full 
against it, without any relief from the Scriptures themselves. Not one instance can be shown 
of that practice from the New Testament ; while, so far as baptism was emblematical of the 


pouring out of the Holy Spirit, the doctrine of immersion wholly destroys its significancy. ~~ 
In fact, if the true mode of baptism be immersion only, then must we wholly give up the 
phrase, the baptism of the Holy Spirit, which in any other mode than that of powring out was 


never administered. 


The only argument left for the advocates of immersion is the Supposed allusion to the mode 
of baptism contained in the words of St. Paul, Rom. vi, 3, 4: “ Know ye not that so many of 
us as were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his death? Therefore we are 
buried with him by baptism, into death; that, like as Christ was raised up from the dead by 
the glory of the Father, even so we also should walkin newness of life” It is necessary. 
however, to quote the next verses also, which are dependent upon the foregoing, “ For if we 
have been PLanrep together,” still by baptism, “in the likeness of his death, we shall be also 
in the likeness of his resurrection ; snowing this, that our old man is CRUCIFIED with him 
that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin, For he that 
is dead is freed from sin,” v, 5-7. hy then do not the advocates of immersion go forward 
to these verses, so inseparably connected with those they are so ready to quote, and show us 
a resemblance, not only between baptism by immersion, and being buried with Christ ;_ but > 
also between immersion, and being “planted with Christ?” If the allusion of the Apostle is 
to the planting of a young tree in the earth, there is clearly but a very partial, not a total 
immersion in the case; and if it be to eRaFTING a branch upon a tree, the résemblance is still 


more imperfect. Still farther, as the Apostle in the same connectio 


n speaks of our being 


“crverriep with Christ,” and that also by baptism, why do they not show us how immersion 


in water resembles the nailing of a body to a cross’? 


But this striking and important text is not to be explained by a fancied resemblance between 
a burial, as they choose to call it, of the body in water, and the burial of Christ; as ifa di 


or a plunge could have any resemblance to that Separation from the 


living, and that laying 


aside of a body in the sepulchre, which burial implies, This forced thought darkens and 


@ 
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Now, this mystical death to sin he proceeds to attribute to the InsTRUMEN TALITY of baptism, 


it to be an act of that faith in Christ of which it was the external expression ; and then - 


he immediately runs into a favourite comparison, which under various forms occurs in his 
writings, sometimes accompanied with the same allusion to baptism, and sometimes referring 
only to “ faith” as the instrument,—a com arison between the mystical death, burial, and 
resurrection of believers, and the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ. This is the com- 
Ne of the text ; not a comparison between our mystical death, and baptism ; nor between 
aptisma, and the death and burial of Christ ; either of which lay wide of the Apostle’s inten- 
tion. Baptism, as an act of faith, is, in fact, expressly made, not a figure of the effects which 
follow, as stated in the text, but the means of effecting them. “Know ye not that so many 
of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his death ;” we enter by this 
means. into the experience of its efficacy in effecting a mystical death in us; in other words, 
WE DIE with him, or, as it is expressed in verse 6, “Our old man is crucified with him.” Still 
farther, “by baptism,” ba ts Baxticparos, through, or by means of, baptism, “ we are BURIED 
with him ;” we not only die to sin and the world, but we are separated wholly from it, as the 
body of Christ was separated from the living world, when laid in the sepulchre; the connec- 
fion- between sin and the world and us is completely broken; and those who are buried and 
ut out of sight are-no longer reckoned among men; nay, as the slave (for the Apostle brings 
tm this figure also) is by death and burial wholly put out of the power of his former master, 
so, “that we should not serve sin; for he that is dead is freed from sin.” But we also mysti- 
cally rise with him; “that like as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, 
even so we also should walk in newness of life,” having new connections, new habits, new 
enjoyments, and new hopes. We have a similar passage in Col. ii, 12, and it has a similar 
interpretation: “Buried with him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with him, through the 
faith of the operation of God, who hath raised him from the dead.” In the preceding verse 
the Apostle had been speaking of the mystical pear of Christians, under the phrase, “ put- 
fing off the body of the sins of the flesh ;” then, as in his Epistle to the Romans, he adds our 
mystical purtaL with Christ, which is a heightened representation of death ; and then also, 
our RISING again with Christ. Here too all these three effects are attributed to baptism as 
the means. We put off the body of sins “by the circumcision of Christ,” that is, as we have 
seen, by Christian circumcision or baptism; we are buried with him by baptism; ev being 
obviously used here, like éca, to denote the instrument; and by baptism we rise with him into 
a new life. Z j 
Now, to institute a comparison between a mode of baptism and the burial of Christ, wholly 
destroys the meaning of the passage ; for how can the Apostle speak of baptism as an emblem 
of Christ’s burial, when he argues from it as the instrument of our death unto sin, and separa- 
tion from it by a mystical burial? ‘Nor is baptism here made use of as the emblem of our 
own spiritual death, burial, and resurrection. As an emblem, even immersion, though it 
might put forth a clumsy type of burial and rising again, is wanting in not being emblemati- 
eal of peaTH; and yet all three, our mystical death, burial, and rising again, are distinetly 
spoken of, and must all be found represented in some type. But the rype made use of by 
the Apostle is manifestly not baptism, but the death, the burial, and the resurrection of our 
Lord; and in this view he pursues this bold and impressive figure to even the verge of alle- 
gory, in the stcceeding verses: “For he that is dead is freed from sin. Now if we be dead 
with Christ, we believe that we shall also live with him: Knowing that Christ being raised 
from the dead dieth no more; death hath no more dominion over him. For in that he died, 
he died unto sin once; but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God; Likewise reckon ye also 
yourselves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God through Jesus Christ our Lord.” 
In the absence therefore of all proof, that, in any instance found in the New Testament, 
baptism was-administered by immersion ; with so many presumptions against that indecent 
ractice as have been stated ; with the decisive evidence also of a designed correspondence 
etween the baptism, the pouring out, of the Holy Spirit, and the baptism, the pouring out, of 
water; we may conclude, with confidence, that the latter was the Apostolic mode of admi- 
nistering that ordinance; and that first washing, and then immersion, were introduced later, 
toward the latter end of the second century, along with several other superstitious additions 
to this important sacrament, originating in that “ will-worship” which presumed to destroy 
the simplicity of God’s ordinances, under pretence of (8) rendering them more emblematical 
and impressive. Even if immersion had been the original mode of baptizing, we should, in 
the absence of any command on the subject, direct or implied, have thought the church at 


rs 
(8) Baptism, asan emblem, points out, 1. The washing away of the guilt and pollution of sin. 2. The 
pouring out of the Holy Spirit. In Scripture it is made an emblem of these two, and of these only. Some 
of the superstitions above alluded to sin therefore by excess ; but immersion sins by defect. It retains the 
emblematical character of the rite as to the washing away of sin; but it loses it entirely as to the gift of the 
Holy Ghost ; and, beyond the washing away of sin, is an emblem of nothing for which we have any Serip- 
tural authority to make it emblematical. Innmersion, therefore, as distinct from every other mode of applying 
water to the body, means nothing. To say that it figures our spiritual death and resurrection, has, we have 
geen, no authority from the texts used to prove it; andto make a sudden pop under water to be emblematical 
of burial, is as far-fetched a conceit as any which adorns the Emblems of Quarles, without any portion of 


the ingenuity. 
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liberty to accommodate the manner of applying water to the body ii the name of the Trinity, 
in which the essence of the rite consists, to different. climates and manners; but it is satisfac- 
tory to discover that/all,the attempts made to impose upon Christians a practice tee to 
the feelings, dangerous to the health, and offensive to delicacy, is destitute of all Scriptural 
authority, and of really primitive practice. = 


CHAPTER Iv. 


~ 
Tur Institurions or THE Cuurcn.— Tue Lorb’s Suprer. 


Tue agreement and differeice between baptism and the Lord’s Supper are well stated by 
the Church of Scotland in its Catechism: “'The sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s Supper 
agree, in that the author of both is God; the spiritual part of both is Christ and his benefits ; 
both are seals of the same covenant; to be dispensed by ministers of the Gospel, and none 
other; and to be continued in the church of Christ until his second coming.” “These sacra- 
ments differ, in that baptism is to be administered but once with water,—and that even to 
infants; whereas the Lord’s Supper is to be administered often, in the elements of bread and 
wine, to represent and exhibit Christ as spiritual nourishment to the soul, and to confirm our 
continuance and growth in him, and that only to such as are of years and ability to examine 
themselves.” \ 

As baptism was substituted for circumcision; so the Lord’s Supper was put uy our Saviour 
in the place of the passover; and was instituted immediately after celebrating that ordinance 
for the last time with his disciples. The passover was an eminent type of our Lord's sacri- 
fice and of its benefits; and since hé was about to fulfil that symbolical rite which from age 
to age had continued to exhibit it to the faith and hope of ancient saints, it could have no 
place under the new dispensation. Christ in person became the true passover; and a new 
rite was necessary to commemorate the spiritual deliverance-of men, and to convey and con- 
Sea its benefits. The circumstances of its institution are explanatory of its nature and 

esleon, 7? 

On the night when the first-born of Egypt were slain, the children of Israel were com- 
manded to take a lamb for every house, to kill it, and to sprinkle the blood upon the posts of 
their doors, so that the destroying angel might pass over the houses of all who had attended 
to this injunction. Not only were the first-born children thus preserved alive, but the effect 
was the deliverance of the whole nation from their bondage in Egypt, and their becoming the 
visible church and people of God by virtue of a special covenant. In commemoration of these 
events, the feast of the passover was made annual, and at that time all the males of Judea 
assembled before the Lord in Jerusalem; a lamb was provided for every house; the blood 
was poured under the altar by the priests, and the lamb was eaten by the people in their 
tents or houses. At this domestic and religious feast, every master of a family took the cup 
of thanksgiving, and gave thanks with his family to the God of Israel. As soon, therefore, 
as our Lord, acting as the master of his family, the disciples, had finished this the usual pas- 
chal ceremony, he proceeded to a new and distinct action: “He took bread,” the bread then 
on the table, “and gave thanks, and brake it, and gave it to them, saying, This is my body 
which is given for you; this do in remembrance of me. Likewise also the cup after supper,” 
the cup with the wine which had been used in the paschal supper, “saying, This cup is the 
New Testament in my blood, which is shed for you ;” ar, as it is expressed by St. Matthew, 
“And he took the eup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all of it 3 for 
this is my blood of the New Testament, which is shed for many for the remission of sins.” 
| ‘That this was the institution of a standing rite, and not a temporary action to be confined 
to the disciples then present with him, is-made certain from 1 Cor. xi, 23-26: “For I have 
received of the Lord that which also I delivered to you, that the Lord Jesus, the same night 
in which he was betrayed, took bread, and when he had given thanks he brake it, and sald, 
‘Take, eat, this is my body, which is broken for you; this do in remembrance of me. After the 
Same manner also he took the cup, when he had supped, saying, This cup is the New Testa- 
ment in my blood ; this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me. For as often as 
ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.” From these 
words we learn, 1, That St. Paul received a special revelation as to this’ ordinance, which 
must have had a higher object than the mere commemoration of an historical fact, and must 
be supposed to have been made for the purpose of enjoining it upon him to establish this rite 
in the churches raised up by him, and of enabling him rightly to understand its authority and 
purport, where he found it already appointed by the first founders of the first churches. 
2. That the command of Christ, “This do in remembrance of me,” which was originally 
given to the disciples present with Christ at the last passover, is laid by St. Paul upon the 
Corinthians. 3. That he regarded the Lord’s Supper as a riteto be often” celebrated, and 
that in all future time until the Lord himself should « come” to judge the world. . The per- 
petual obligation of this ordinance cannot therefore be reasonably disputed. ieee 

Of the nature of this great and affecting rite of Christianity, different and very opposite 
Opinions have been formed, arising partly from the elliptical and figurative modes of expres: 
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adopted by Christ at its institution ; but more especially from the influence of superstition 
n some, and the extreme of affected rationalism upon others. ; 
‘The first is the monstrous theory of the Church of Rome, as contradictory to the Holy. 

iptures, whose words it professes to receive in their literal meaning, as it is revolting to 
the senses and reason of mankind. — 5 

“ It is conceived that the words, ‘ This is my body ; This is my blood, are to be understood 
im their most literal sense; that when Jesus pronounced these words, he changed, by his 
almighty power, the bread upon the table into his body, and the wine into his blood, and 
really delivered his body and blood into the hands of his Apostles; and that at all times when — 
‘the Lord’s Supper is administered, the priest, by pronouncing these words with a good inten- 
‘tion, has the power of making a similar change. This change is known by the name of 
transubstantiation ; the propriety of which name is conceived to consist in this, that although 
the bread and wine are not ‘changed in figure, taste, weight, or any other accident, it is believed 
that the substance of them is completely destroyed ; that in place of it, the substance of the 
body and blood of Christ, although clothed with all the sensible properties of bread and wine, 
is truly present ; and that the persons who receive what has been, consecrated by pronouncing 
these words, do not receive bread and wine, but literally partaké of the body and blood of 
Christ, and really eat his flesh, and drink his blood. It is farther conceived, that the bread 
and wine thus changed, are presented by the priest to God; and he receives the name of 

riest, because in laying them upon the altar he offers to God a sacrifice, which, although it 
= distinguished from all others by being without the shedding of blood, is a true propitiatory 
sacrifice for the sins of the dead and of the living,—the body and blood of Christ, which were 
presented on the cross, again presented in the sacrifice of the mass. It is conceived, that the 
materials of this sacrifice, being truly the body and blood of Christ, possess an intrinsic virtue, 
which does not depend upon the disposition of him who receives them, but operates immedi- 
ately upon all who do not obstruct the operation by a mortal sin. Hence it is accounted of 
great importance for the salvation of the sick and dying, that parts of these materials should 
be sent to them; and it is understood that the practice of partaking in private of a small por- 
tion of what the priest has thus transubstantiated, is, in all respects, as proper and salutary 
as joining with others in the Lord’s Supper. It is farther conceived, that as the bread and 
wine, when converted into the [body and] blood of Christ, are a natural object of reverence 
and adoration to Christians, it is highly proper to worship them upon the altar; and that it 
is expedient to carry them about in solemn procession, that they may receive the homage of 
all who meet them. What had been transubstantiated was therefore lifted up for the purpose 
of receiving adoration, both when it was shown to the people at the altar, and when it was 
earried about. Hence arose that expression in the Church of Rome, the elevation of the host, 
elevatio hostiw. But, as the wine in being carried about was exposed to accidents inconsistent 
with the veneration due to the body and blood of Christ, it became customary to send only 
the bread ; and, in order to satisfy those who for this reason did hot receive the wine, they 
were taught that, as the bread was changed into the body of Christ, they partook by con- 
eomitancy of the blood with the body. In process of time, the people were not allowed to 

artake of the cup; and it was said, that when Jesus spake these words, ‘ Drink ye all of it,’ 
fe was addressing himself only to his Apostles, so that his command was fulfilled when the 
priests, the successors of the Apostles, drank of the cup, although the people were excluded, 
And thus the last part of this system conspired with the first in exalting the clergy very far 
above the laity. For the same persons who had the power of changing bread and wine into 
the body and blood of Christ, and who presented what they had thus made, as a sacrifice for 
the sins of others, enjoyed the partaking ef the cup, while communion in one kind only was 
permitted to 'the people.” (9) . 

So violently are these notiois opposed to the common sense of mankind, that the ground to 
which the Romish writers have always been driven in their defence, is the authority of their 
Church, and the necessity of implicit faith in its interpretations of Scripture ; principles which 
shut out the use of Scripture entirely, and oper the door to every heresy and fanatical folly. 
But for the ignorance and superstition of Europe during the middle ages, this monstrous per: 
version of a sacred rite could not have been effected, and even then it was not established as 
an article of faith without many struggles. Almost all writers on the Protestant controversy 
will furnish a sufficient confutation of this capital attempt to impose upon the credulity of 
mankind ; and to them, should it need any refutation, the reader may be referred. 3 

The mind of Luther, so powerful to throw off dogmas which had nothing but human autho- 
ity to support them, was, as to the sacrament, held in the bonds of early association, He 
concluded that the body and blood of Christ are really present in the Lord’s Supper ; but, 
aware of the absurdities and self-contradictions of transubstantiation, he laid hold of a doc- 
trine which some writers, in the Romish Church itself, had continued to prefer to the papal 
dogma above stated. This was designated by the term consubstantiation, which allows that 
the bread and wine remain the same after consecration as before. Thus he escapes the 
absurdity of contradicting the very senses ‘of men. It was held, however, by Luther, that 
though the bread and wine remain unchanged, yet that, together with them, the body and 


(9) Bishop Tomline on the Articles. 
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blood of Christ are literally received by the communicants. Some of his immediate followers 
did not, however, admit more on this point, than that the body and blood of Christ were 
really present in the sacrament; but that the manner of that presence was an inexplicable - 
mystery. Yet, inssome important respects, Luther and the Consubstantialists wholly escaped 
~ the errors of the Church of Rome as to this sacrament. ‘They denied that it was a sacrifice ; 
and that the presence of the body and blood of Christ gave to it any physical virtue acting 
_independently of the disposition of the receiver; and that it rendered the élements the objects 
% ‘teAoration: Their error, therefore, may be considered rather of a speculative than of a prac- 
- tical nature ; and was adopted probably in deference to what was conceived to be the literal 
"meaning of the words of Christ wher the Lord’s Supper was instituted. staal 
__ Athird view was held by some of Luther’s contemporaries, which has been thus described : 
“Carolostadt, a professor with Luther in the university of Wittenberg, and Zuinglius, a 
native of Switzerland, the founder of the Reformed churehes, or those Protestant churches — 
which are not Lutheran, taught that the bread and wine in the Lord’s Supper are the signs of 
the absent body and blood of Christ ; that when Jesus said, ‘ This is my body, This is my 
blood,’ he used a figure exactly of the same kind with that, by which, according to the abbre- 
viations continually practised in ordinary speech, the sign is often put for the thing signified. 
As this figure is common, so there were two circumstances which would prevent the Apostles 
from misunderstanding it, when used in the institution of the Lord’s Supper. The one was, 
that they saw the body of Jesus then alive, and therefore could not suppose that they were 
eating it. The other was, that they had just been partaking of a Jewish festival, in the 
institution of which the very same figure had been used. For in the night in which the 
children of Israel escaped out of Egypt, God said of the lamb which he commanded every 
house to eat and slay, ‘It is the Lord’s passover,’ Exod. xii, 11 ; not meaning that it was the 
action of the Lord passing over every house, but the token and pledge of that action. It is ~ 
admitted by all Christians, that there is such a figure used in one part of the institution. 
When our Tord says, ‘This cup is the new covenant in my blood,’ none suppose him to mean 
the cup is the covenant, but all believe that he means to call, it the memorial, or the sign, or 
the seal of the covenant. If it be understood, that, agreeably to the analogy of language, he 
uses a similar figure when he says, ‘ This is my body,’ and that he means nothing more than, 
‘ This is the sign of my body,’ we are delivered from all the absurdities implied in the literal 
interpretation, to which the Roman Catholics think it necessary to adhere. We give the 
words a more natural interpretation than the Lutherans do, who consider, ‘This is my body,’ 
as intended to express a proposition which is totally different, ‘My body is with this ;? and 
we escape from the difficulties in which they are involved by their forced interpretation. 

“Farther, by this method of interpretation, there is no ground left for that adoration which 
the Church of Rome pays to the bread and wine ; for they are only the signs of that which 
is believed to be absent. There is no ground for accounting the Lord’s Supper to the dis- 
honour of ‘the High Priest of our profession,’ a. new sacrifice presented by an earthly priest ; 
for the bread and wine are only the memorials of that sacrifice which was once offered on the 
cross. And, lastly, this interpretation destroys the Popish idea of a physical virtue in the 
Lord’s Supper ; for if the bread and wine are signs of what is absent, their use must be to 
excite the remembrance of it ; but this is a use which cannot possibly exist with regard.to 
any, but those whose minds are thereby put into a proper frame; and therefore the Lord’s 
Supper becomes, instead of a charm, a mental exercise, and the efficacy of it arises not ex opere 
operato, but ex opere operantis.” 

With much truth, this opinion falls short of the whéle truth, and therefore it has been made 
the basis of that view of the Lord’s Supper which reduces it to a mere religious commemora- 
tion of the death of Christ, with this addition, that it has a natural fitness to produce salutary 
emotions, to possess our minds with religious reflections, and to strengthen virtuous resolu- 
tions. Some divines of the Church of England, and the Socinians generally, have adopted, 
and endeavoured to defend, this interpretation. ' 

The fourth opinion is that of the Reformed churches, and was taught with great success. by 
Calvin. It has been thus well epitomized by Dr. Hill: 

“He knew that former attempts to reconcile the systems of Luther and Zuinglius had | 
proved fruitless. But he saw the importance of uniting Protestants upon a point, with respect 
to which they agreed in condemning .the errors of the Church of Rome; and his zeal in 
renewing the attempt was probably quickened by the sincere friendship which he entertained 
fer Melancthon, who was the successor of Luther, while he himself had succeeded Zuinglius 
in conducting the reformation in Switzerland. He thought that the system of Zuinglius did 
not come up to the force of the expressions used in Scripture; and, although he did not 
approve of the manner in which the Lutherans explain these expressions, it appeared to him 
that there was a sense in which the full significancy of them might be preserved, and a great 
part of the Lutheran language might continue to be used. As he agreed with Zuinglius, in 
thinking that the bread and wine were the signs ofthe body and blood of Christ, which were 
not locally present, he renounced both transubstantiation and consubstantiation. He agreed 
farther with Zuinglius, in thinking that the use of these signs, being a memorial of the sacri- 
fice once offered on the cross, was intended to produce a moral effect. But he taught, that to 
all who remember the death of Christ in a proper manner, Christ, by the use of these signs, is 
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spiritually present,—present to their minds; and he considered this spiritual presence as 
giving a significancy, that goes far beyond the Socinian sense, to these words of Paul: ‘The 
cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? the bread which- 
we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ?’ It is not the blessing pronounced _ 
which makes any change upon the cup; but to all who join with becoming affection in the 
thanksgiving then uttered in the name of the congregation, Christ is spiritually Presa so 
that they may emphatically be said to partake, xorwvewv, persyewv, of his body and blood ; 
because his body and blood being spiritually present, convey the same nourishment to their 
souls, the same quickening to the spiritual life, as bread and wine do to the natural life. Hence 
Calvin was led to connect the discourse in John vi, with the Lord’s Supper; not in that literal 
sense which is agreeable to Popish and Lutheran ideas, as if the body of Christ was really 
eaten, and his blood really drunk by any ; but in a sense agreeable to the expression of our 
LLord in the conclusion of that discourse, ‘The words that I speak unto you, they are spirit 
and they are life ;? that is, when I say to.you, ‘ Whoso eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, 
dweileth in me and I in him; he shall live by me, for my flesh is meat indeed,’ you are to 
understand these words, not in a literal but in a spiritual sense. The spiritual sense adopted 
by the Socinians is barely this, that the doctrine of Christ is the food of the soul, by cherishing 
a life of virtue here, and the hope of a glorious life hereafter. The Calvinists think, that into 
the full meaning of the figure used in these words, there enter not merely the exhortations and 
imstructions which a belief of the Gospel affords, but also that union between Christ and his 
pecple which is the consequence of faith, and that communication of grace and strength by 
which they-are quickened in well doing, and prepared for the discharge of every duty. 
. According to this system, the full benefit of the Lord’s Supper is peculiar to those who 
partake worthily. For while all who eat the bread and drink the wine may be said to show 
the Lord’s death, and may aiso receive some devout impressions, they only to whom Jesus is 
spiritually present share in that spiritual nourishment which arises from partaking of his 
body aid blood. According to this system, eating and drinking unworthily has a farther 
sense than enters into the Socinian system ; and it becomes the duty of every Christian to 
examine himself, not only with regard to his knowledge, but also with regard to his general 
conduct, before he eats of that bread and drinks of that cup. It becomes also the duty of 
those who have the inspection of Christian societies, to exclude from this ordinance persons, 
of whom there is every reason to believe that they are strangers to the sentiments which it 
presupposes, and without which none are prepared for holding that communion with Jesus 
which it implies.” (1) 

With this view the doctrine of the Church of England seems mainly to agree, except that 
we may perhaps perceive in her services, a few expressions somewhat favourable to the views 
of Luther and Melancthon, whose authority had great weight with Archbishop Cranmer. 
This, however, appears only in certain phrases; for the twenty-eighth article declares with 
sufficient plainness, that “the body of Christ is given, taken, and eaten in the Supper only 
after a heavenly and spiritual manner ; and the mean whereby the body of Christ is received 
and eaten in the Supper, is faith.” ‘Some of our early English reformers,” says Bishop 
Tomline, “were Lutherans, and consequently they were at first disposed to lean toward 
consubstantiation ; but they seem soon to have discovered their error, for in the articles of 
1552, it is expressly said, «A faithful man ought not either to believe or openly confess the 
real and bodily presence, as they term it, of Christ’s flesh and blood in the sacrament of the 
Lord’s Supper” This part of the article was omitted in 1562, probably with a view to give 
less offence to those who maintained the coporal presence, and to comprehend as many as 
possible in the established Church.” (2) The article as it now stands, and_not particular 
expressions in the Liturgy, must however be taken to be the opinion of the Church of Eng- 
land upon this point, and it substantially agrees with the New Testament. ; 

The sacraMENTAL character of this ordinance is the first point to be established, in order 
to a true conception of its nature and import. It is more than a commemorative rite, it is 
commemorative sacramentally ; in other words, it is a commemorative sign and seal of the 
covenant of our redemption. : 

The first proof of this may be deduced from our Lord’s words used in the institution of the 
ordinance: “This is my body, this is my blood,” are words which show a most intimate 
connection between the elements, and that which was represented by them, the sacrificial 
offering of the body and blood of Christ, as the price of our redemption ; they were the signs. 
of what was “given for us,” surrendered to death in our room and stead, that we might have 
the benefit of liberation from eternal death. Again, “This is the New Testament,” or cove- 
nant, “in my blood.” The covenant itself was ratified by the blood of Christ, and it is 
therefore called by St. Paul, “the blood of the everlasting covenant ;” and the cup had so 
intimate a connection with that covenant, as to represent it and the means of its establish- 
ment, or of its acquiring validity,—the shedding of the blood of our Saviour. It is clear there- 
fore, that the rite of the Lord’s Supper is a covenant rite, and consequently a sacrament; a 
visible sign and seal on the part of Him who made the covenant, that it was established in, 
and ratified by, the sacrificial death of Christ. 


(1) Theological Lectures. (2) Exposition of the Articles. 
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_ As it bears this covenant or sacramental character on the part. of the Institutor, so also on 
the part of the recipients. They were all to eat the bread in “ remembrance” of Christ ; in 
remembrance, certainly, of his death in particular; yet not as a mere historical event, but of. 


- his death as sacrificial ; and therefore the commemoration was to be on their part an acknow- 


ledgment of the doctrine of the vicarious and propitiatory nature of the death of Christ, and an. 
act of faith in it. Then as to the cup, they were commanded to drink of it, for a reason also 
particularly given, “For this is my blood of the New Testament, which is shed for mainy for 
the remission of sins:” the recognition therefore, implied in the act, was mot merely that 
Christ’s blood was shed ; but that it was shed as the blood of “the new covenant,” and for 
“the remission of sins ; a recognition which could only take place in consequence of “ faith. 
in his blood,” as the blood of atonement. Again, says St. Paul, as taught by the particular — 
revelation he received as to the Lord’s Supper, “For as often as ye eat this bread and drink 
this cup, ye do show or publish the Lord’s death until he come;” which publication of his 


death was not the mere declaration of the fact of “ the Lord’s death,” but of his death accord- 


ing to the Apostolic doctrine, as the true propitiation for sin, the benefits of which were to be 
received by faith. ‘Thus then we see in the Lord’s Supper, the visible token and pledge of a 
covenant of mercy in the blood of Christ, exhibited by God its author; and on the part of 
man a visible acknowledgment of this covenant so ratified by the sacrifice of Christ, and an 
act of entire faith in its truth and efficacy in order to the remission of sins, and the conferring 
of all other spiritual benefits. As a sian, it exhibits, 1. The infinite love of Ged, to the world, 
who gave “his only-begotten Son, that whosoever believeth on him might not perish, but 
have everlasting life.” 2. The love of Christ, who “ died the just for the unjust, that he might 
bring us to God.” 3. The extreme nature of his sufferings, which were unto death. 4. The 
vicarious and sacrificial character of that death, as a sin offering and a propitiation; in virtue — 
of which only, a covenant of grace was entered into with man by the offended God. 5. The 
benefits derived from it through believing, “remission of sins;” and the nourishment of the 
soul in spiritual life and-vigour, by virtue of.a vital “communion” with Christ, so that it is 
advanced and perfected in holiness, “until he. come” to confer upon his. disciples the cove- - 
nanted blessing of eternal life. Asa sau it is a constant assurance, on the part of God, of | 
the continuance of this covenant of redemption in full undiminished force from age to age; it 
is a pledge to every penitent who believes in Christ, and receives this sacrament in profession — 
of his entire reliance upon the merits of Christ’s passion for forgiveness, that he is an object of 
merciful regard and acceptance; there is in it also, as to every one who thus believes and is 
accepted, a constant exhibition of Christ as the spiritual food of the soul; to be received by faith, 
that he may grow thereby ; and a renewed assurance of the bestowment of the full grace of 
the new covenant, in the accomplishment of all its promises, both in this life and in that 
which is to come. In every celebration, the sign of all these gracious acts, proyisions, and 
hopes, is exhibited, and God condescends thus to repeat his pledges of faithfulness and love to 
the church of Christ, purchased by his blood. 'The members of that church, on the other 

and, renew their acceptance of, and reliance upon, the new covenant; they publish their 
faith in Christ; they glory in his cross, his sacrificial though shameful death, as the wisdom 
of God, and the power of God; they feast upon the true passover victim by their faith, and 
they do this with joy and thanksgiving, on account of a greater deliverance than that of the 
Israelites from Egypt, of which they are the subjects. It was this predominance of thanks- 
giving in celebrating this hallowed rite, which at so early a period of the church attached to 
the Lord’s Supper the title of “ Z'he Eucharist.” 

We may conclude this view by a few general observations, 

1. The very nature of the ordinance of the Lord’s Supper excludes from participating in it 
not only open unbelievers, but all who reject the doctrine of the atonement made by the vica- 
rious death of Christ for “the remission of sins.” Such persons have indeed tacitly acknow- 
ledged this, by reducing the rite to a mere commemoration of the fact of Christ’s death, and 
‘of those virtues of humility, benevolence, and patience, which his sufferings called forth. If 
therefore the Lord’s Supper be in truth much more than this; if it recognise the sacrificial 
character of Christ’s death, and the doctrine of “faith in his blood,” as necessary to our 
salvation, this is “an altar of which they have no right to eat” who reject. these doctrines ;' 
and from the Lord’s table all such persons ought to be repelled by ministers, whenever, from 
‘compliance with custom, or other motives, they would approach it. : 

2. It is equally evident that when there is no evidence in persons of true repentance for sin, 
and of desire for salvation, according to the terms of the Gospel, they are disqualified from 
partaking at “‘the table of the Lord.” They eat and drink unworthily, and fall therefore into 
“condemnation.” The whole act is’indeed on their part an act of bold profanation or of 
hypocrisy ; they profess by this act to repent, and have no sorrow for sin; they profess to 
seek deliverance from its guilt and power, and yet remain willingly under its bondage; they 
profess to trust in Christ’s death for pardon, and are utterly unconcerned respecting either ; 
they profess to feed upon Christ, and hunger and thirst after nothing but. the world; they. 
place before themselves the sufferings of Christ; but when they “look upon him whom they 
have pierced,” they do not “ mourn because of him,” and they grossly offend the all-present 
Majesty of heaven, by thus making light of Christ, and “grieving the Holy Spirit.” 

, 3. It is a part of Christian discipline in eyery religious society to prevent such persons from 


4 “ 7 Ae, 


FOURTH.] . THEOLOGICAL INSTITUTES. a 653 


communicating with the church. They are expressly excluded by Apostolic authority, as 
_ well as by the original institution of this sacrament, which was confined to Christ’s disciples ; 


and ministers would “partake of other men’s sins,” if knowingly they were to admit to the _ 


Supper of the Lord, those who im their spirit and lives deny him. — 

4. On the other hand, the table of the Lord is not to be surrounded with superstitious 
terrors. All are welcome there who truly love Christ, and all who sincerely desire to love, 
serve, and obey him. All truly penitent persons; all who feel the burden of their sins, and 
are willing to renounce them; all who take Christ as the sole foundation of their hope, and 
are ready to commit their eternal interests to the merits of his sacrifice and intercession, are 
to be encouraged to “draw near with faith, and to take this holy sacrament to their comfort.” 
In it God visibly exhibits and confirms his covenant to them, and he invites them to become 
parties to it, by the act of their receiving the elements of the sacrament in faith. 

5. For the frequency of celebrating this ordinance we have no rule in the New Testament, 


The early Christians observed it every Sabbath, and exclusion from it was considered a severe 


sentence of the church, when only temporary. The expression of the Apostle, ‘as often as 
ye eat this bread,” intimates that the practice of communion was frequent ; and perhaps the 
general custom in this country of a monthly administration, will come up to the spirit of the 
ancient institution. That it was designed, like the passover, to be an annual celebration only, 
has no evidence from Scripture, and is contradicted by the most ancient practice. 


6. The habitual neglect of this ordinance by persons who profess a true faith in Christ, is 


highly censurable. We speak not now of Quakers and Mystics, who reject it altogether, in 
the face of the letter of their Bibles; but of many who seldom or never communicate, princis 
pally from habits of inattention to an obligation which they do not profess to deny. In this 
case a plain command of Christ is violated, though not perhaps with direct intention ; and the 
benefit of that singularly affecting mean of grace is lost, in which ouy Saviour renews to us 
the pledges of his love, repeats the promises of his covenant, and calls for invigorated exer- 
cises of our faith, only to feed us the more richly with the bread that comes down from heaven. 
If a peculiar condemnation falls upon them who partake “unworthily,” then a peculiar bless- 
ing must follow from partaking worthily ; and it therefore becomes the duty of every minister 
to explain the obligation, and to show the advantages of this sacrament, and earnestly to 
enforce its regular observance upon all those who give satisfactory evidence of “repentance 
toward God, and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ.” 


THE END. 
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